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SUMMARY
= = = = = =

CONTEXT

The M i n n e s o t a  Department of P u b l i c  Welfare (DPW) has developed a 
plan of a c t i o n  aimed at redirecting s e r v i c e s  for the m e n t a l l y  
retarded from i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and s e m i - i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g s  to 
in-home and community-based s e t t i n g s .   By J u l y  of 1984 it hopes to 
o b t a i n  federal approval for M e d i c a l  A s s i s t a n c e  ( MA )  coverage of 
a new array of home and community-based s e r v i c e s ,  c a l l e d  "waivered 
s e r v i c e s "  because approval h i n g e s  on a w a i v e r  request for MA 
coverage under T i t l e  X I X .

The 1983 l e g i s l a t u r e  a u t h o r ized a study, undertaken in December
1983 by Rainbow Research, I n c . ,  to explore whether va r y in g  t he  
s t a t e - c o u n t y  s h ar e  o f  M A  c o s t s  a c co r d i n g  t o  t y p e  o f  s e r v i c e  
would encourage counties to develop the new s e r v i c e s  more 
r a p i d l y .

APPROACH

DPW staff suggested three p o l i c y options w h i c h the state m i g h t  
conceivably adopt.  Each option presents a different f i n a n c i a l
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  rate for the STATE and COUNTY shares of services for 
M A - e l i g i b l e  c l i e n t s .   Currently the state pays 90 percent and 
c o u n t i e s  pay 10 percent of the non-federal share for a l l
s e r v i c e s .

In each p o l i c y  o p t i o n ,  the s t a t e  would pay a h i g h e r  share of non-
federal MA costs for waivered s e r v i c e s , and a lower share for 
other s e r v i c e s .

Under a l l  three o p t i o n s  a u t i l i z a t i o n  target for state 
h o s p i t a l s and community-based I n t e r mediate Care F a c i l i t i e s
( I C F / M R ' s )  is c a l c u l a t e d  for each county, beyond w h i c h  the state 
would pay o n l y  75 percent of costs for ALL state h o s p i t a l  and 
ICF/MR s e r v i c e s  d u r i n g  the period for which the target was 
exceeded.  The targets roughly reduce state hospital 
u t i l i z a t i o n  by 30 percent between now and 1987, and ICF/MR 
u t i l i z a t i o n  by 7 percent during the same period.
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O u r  o b j e c t i v e  w a s  t o  d i s c o v e r t h e  f i s c a l ,  p r o g r a m m a t i c ,  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e and p o l i t i c a l impact of each p o l i c y  option in 
terms of the s t a t e ' s  l o n g - r a n g e  p o l i c y  g o a l s .

P o l i c y  Option #1

Under P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #1, t h e  s t a t e - c o u n t y  shares of MA c o s t s
w o u l d  v a r y  b y  5  p e r c e n t a g e  p o i n t s  a s  f o l l o w s :   1 0 0 - 0 %  f o r  i n -
h o m e  s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s ,  9 5 - 5 %  f o r  o t h e r  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s ,  90-
10% for s m a l l  I C F / M R ' s ,  85-15% for l a r g e  I C F / M R ' s ,  and 80-20% 
for state h o s p i t a l s .

P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #2

Under P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #2, t h e  state-county shares of MA c o s t s  
would be 95-5% for a l l  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s , and 85-5% for a l l  
o t h e r  s e r v i c e s .

P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #3

Under P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #3, the s t a t e  w o u l d  pay 100 percent of t h e  
n o n - f e d e r a l  c o s t s  o f  a l l  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s .  S t a t e - c o u n t y  s h a r e s  
f o r  o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  w o u l d  b e :   9 0 - 1 0 %  f o r  a l l  I C F / M R ' s  ( t h e  
s a m e  a s  a t  p r e s e n t )  a n d  8 0 - 2 0 %  f o r  state hospit a l s .

T h e  S t u d y  R e s p o n d e n t s

W e  i n t e r v i e w e d  t w o  t y p e s  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s :   c o u n t y  s o c i a l
s e r v i c e  d i r e c t o r s  a n d  a  g r o u p  o f  " p o l i c y  s t a k e h o l d e r s "  o r  
c o n s t i t u e n t s  who w o u l d  be affected by the proposed p o l i c y  
o p t i o n s .

C o n s t i t u e n t s  r epr esen te d t h e f o i l  ow ing gr oup s :  M R adv o cate s,  
serv ic e p r o v i d e r s ,  s ta te o f f i c i a l s  a nd  co unty  associa t i o n s .

A  2 0  p e r c e n t  s a m p l e  o f  M i n n e s o t a  c o u n t i e s w a s  a l s o  c h o s e n  for
an i n - d e p t h  a n a l y s i s  of how each p o l i c y  o p t i o n  w o u l d  a f f e c t
c l i e n t  m o v e m e n t  a n d  c o s t s .

The s i x t e e n  c o u n t i e s  who p a r t i c i p a t e d  were s t r a t i f i e d  to 
r e p r e s e n t  a  g o o d  " m i x " :   s o m e  f r o m  e a c h  s t a t e  h o s p i t a l  
catc hm ent  area , and  some  o f v a r i o u s  l e v e l s  of  w e a l t h ,  
p o p u l a t i o n  and current u t i l i z a t i o n  patterns.  In t h i s  way t h e  
s a m p l e  s h o u l d  b e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  w e  would 
expect from a l l  M i n n e s o t a  c o u n t i e s .
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T h e  S t u d y  M e t h o d

A l l  respondents r e c e i v e d  a w r i t t e n  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  by m a i l ,  
f o l l o w e d  up w i t h  a telephone - i n t e r v i e w  l a s t i n g  from one 
h a l f  h o u r  t o  t w o  h o u r s .   C o u n t y  r e s p o n d e n t s  a l s o  r e c e i v e d  
several Worksheets to provide them w i t h data about t h e i r
current u t i l i z a t i o n  and costs, t h e i r  u t i l i z a t i o n  targets, and
to h e l p  them f i g u r e out projections of c l i e n t movement and 
county costs under each of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s .

PROJECTED C L I E N T  PLACEMENTS AND COSTS, 1984-1987

F i n d i n g s :   Projected C l i e n t Movement

E v e r y  c o u n t y  i n  o u r  s a m p l e  p r o j e c t e d  t h e  s a m e  c l i e n t  movement
for each o p t i o n ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of the c o u n t y ' s  cost burden.  
Most c o u n t i e s met or approximated the u t i l i z a t i o n  targets 
e s t a b l i s h e d  for purposes of the study.

We concluded that counties appear w i l l i n g  and ready to meet 
u t i l i z a t i o n  targets under any cost-share system, that the 
s p e c i f i c s  of the cost-share burden were secondary to other 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  and that DPW's p o l i c y objectives might be 
s u c c e s s f u l l y  achieved s i m p l y  by e n c o u r a g i n g c o u n t i e s  to m e e t
t h e s e  t a r g e t s .

F i n d i n g s :  Projected Costs

Even under the l e a s t expensive p o l i c y  option ( O p t i o n  #3), 
costs to counties w o u l d i n c r e a s e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  between now 
and 1987, whether or not t h e i r u t i l i z a t i o n  targets were met.
Thus the o p t i o n s  act as " d i s i n c e n t i v e s " rather than 
i n c e n t i ves.

In m ost  c ases  co un ties  wo ul d me et t h e i r  tar gets , a nd  the y 
project that 31 percent of a l l  c l i e n t s  w o u l d  be r e c e i v i n g  
w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  b y  1 9 8 7 .   N o n e t h e l e s s ,  n o n e  o f  t h e  t h r e e  
p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  provides an opportunity for counties to 
realize cost s a v i n g s .
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T h e  S u m m a r y  T a b l e  a t t a c h e d  s h o w s  t o t a l  f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e  a n d  
c o u n t y  s h a r e s  o f  M A  c o s t s  b e t w e e n  1 9 8 4  a n d  1 9 8 7  u n d e r  e a c h  
p o l i c y  o p t i o n ,  u n d e r  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o s t - s h a r e  s y s t e m  a n d  under an 
a d d i t i o n a l  p o l i c y  o p t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  l a t e r .   The present 
system is s u b s t a n t i a l l y  cheaper for c o u n t i e s .

A  f u r t h e r  b r e a k d o w n  o f  c o s t s  b y  t y p e  o f  c o u n t y  r e v e a l s  t h a t  
h i g h - u t i l i z e r s  of both state h o s p i t a l s  and I C F / M R ' s  b e n e f i t  
somewhat more than low- and m e d i u m - u t i l i z e r s .

These f i n d i n g s  suggest that a v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o  
w h i c h  acts as a " d i s i n c e n t i v e "  rather than an i n c e n t i v e  may 
not be an e q u i t a b l e  or affordable system for e n c o u r a g i n g  
movement of c l i e n t s  i n t o waivered s e r v i c e s .

H o w e v e r ,  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  d o  n o t  s u g g e s t  w h a t  t h e  i m p a c t  
m i g h t  be of a cost-share r a t i o  w h i c h  w o u l d  offer positive 
i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  c l i e n t  m o v e m e n t .

F i n d i n g s :   R e l a t i v e  Costs to C o u n t i e s  and the State

Option #3 is the l e a s t  c o s t l y  to c o u n t i e s ,  i n c r e a s i n g  costs
b e t w e e n  1 9 8 4  a n d  1 9 8 7  b y  5 0  p e r c e n t  ( w h i l e  c o s t s  t o  t h e  
s t a t e  w o u l d  i n c r e a s e  b y  1 8  p e r c e n t  f o r  t h e  s a m e  p e r i o d ) .

U n d e r  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o  c o u n t y  a n d  s t a t e  c o s t s  
w o u l d  b o t h  i n c r e a s e  b y  2 3  p e r c e n t .   T h i s  i s  a  s m a l l  i n c r e a s e  
c o n s i d e r i n g that t h e  total number of c l i e n t s  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  by 
15 percent w h i l e  state h o s p i t a l  and ICF/MR c o s t s  a r e  e x p e c t e d  
t o  i n c r e a s e  f r o m  2 0  t o  4 0  p e r c e n t .   T h e  net s a v i n g s  is due to 
movement i n t o  the l e s s  e x p e n s i v e  waivered s e r v i c e s .

M o r e o v e r ,  c o s t s  t o  c o u n t i e s d e c l i n e  p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  a f t e r  
the f i r s t  yea r ( 19 85) wh en t h e  o p t i o n  w o u l d  take  e ffe c t 
because more c l i e n t s are p l a c e d  in waivered s e r v i c e s ,
s u g g e s t i n g  that it is i n d e e d  p o s s i b l e  to reduce normal cost 
increases by movement of c l i e n t s  i n t o  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s .

Were any of the p o l i c y  options a p o s i t i v e  i n c e n t i v e  w h i c h  
w o u l d  a l l o w  counties to r e a l i z e  actual d o l l a r  s a v i n g s  in t h e  
f i r s t  f e w  y e a r s ,  t h e  g r a d u a l  d e c l i n e  i n  n o r m a l  c o s t  i ncre as es 
r e s u l t i n g  fr om  c onti nu ed c l i e n t  m o veme nt  i n t o  w a i v e r e d
s e r v i c e s  w o u l d  p r o b a b l y  m a k e  s u c h  a n  o p t i o n  m o r e  d e s i r a b l e  
t h a n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s y s t e m .



PA G E 5  

P R O G R A M M A T I C ,  A D M I N I S T R A T I V E  A N D  C O N S T I T U E N T  I M P A C T

F i n d i n g s :  Encouragement of Waivered S e r v i c e s

P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #3 is seen as most l i k e l y  to encourage 
development of waivered services because of i t s  r e l a t i v e l y  
l o w e r  c o s t  a n d  t h e  1 0 0  p e r c e n t  s t a t e  p a y m e n t  f o r  t h o s e  
s e r v i c e s .   However, there was no great e n t h u s i a s m  for t h i s  or 
for any of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  toward that end.

Th e  c o ns e ns u s o f r es p on s es  se e ms  to  be  th a t a  v a r i a b l e  cost-
share r a t i o  m i g h t  encourage waivered s e r v i c e s ,  but t h a t  
other n e g a t i v e  consequences w o u l d  r e s u l t  from such a p o l i c y
and that a t t e n t i o n  to non-cost factors m i g h t  be more effective.

F i n d i n g s :   Q u a l i t y  of Care

The great majority of respondents b e l i e v e  that q u a l i t y  of 
c a r e  w i l l  n o t  b e  a s s u r e d ,  a n d  m a y  b e  j e o p a r d i z e d ,  t h r o u g h  a  
p o l i c y  w h i c h  seeks r a p i d  development and implementation of 
new s e r v i c e s  w i t h o u t  p r o v i d i n g  guarantees of c l i e n t -
appropriateness and m o n i t o r i n g  systems. W h i l e  t h i s  never was 
D P W ' s  i n t e n t i o n  in c o n s i d e r i n g  a f i s c a l p o l i c y ,  re sp o nd e nt s  
se e m t o n ee d  m o re  as s ur a nc e s o n t h i s  p o i n t .

Many respondents a l s o  see a need for an e d u c a t i o n  program 
about the u s e s  and benefits of the v a r i o u s  waivered service 
programs.

C o u n t y  c a s e  w o r k e r s  d o  n o t  w i s h  t o  m a k e  c o s t  a  f a c t o r  i n  
d e t e r m i n i n g  levels of services for t h e i r  c l i e n t s ,  and they 
see cost as unrelated to q u a l i t y  of care.

F i n d i n g s :   Necessary Administrative Changes

In general, c o u n t i e s  b e l i e v e  that at l e a s t  one a d d i t i o n a l  
s t a f f  p e r s o n  w i l l  b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  p u t  t h e  n e w  s e r v i c e s  i n  
place, e s p e c i a l l y under the time pressure associated w i t h  the 
p o l i c y  o p t i o n s .

They a l s o  foresee a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  headaches associated w i t h  
f i n d i n g  a n d m o n i t or i ng  ne w  p r ov i de r s a nd  wi t h r ea c ti o ns  from 
present providers, c l i e n t s  and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s ,  t a x p a y e r s
a n d  c o m m u n i t y  r e s i d e n t s  a n d  t h e i r  c o u n t y  B o a r d s .
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F i n d i n g s :   A c c e p t a b i l i t y  to Affected C o n s t i t u e n t s

In g e n e r a l ,  the greater the v a r i a n c e  in cost-shares among 
the s e r v i c e s ,  the greater the controversy the o p t i o n s w o u l d
g e n e r a t e .   O p t i o n  # 3  ( m o s t  a c c e p t a b l e  t o  c o u n t i e s b e c a u s e  o f  
o v e r a l l  c o s t s )  a s  w e l l  a s  O p t i o n  # 1  w o u l d  b e  h a r d  t o  s e l l  
t o  o t h e r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  b e c a u s e  o f  t h i s d i s c r e p a n c y .

O b j e c t i o n s  t o  o n e  o r  a l l  o f  t h e  o p t i o n s  i s  d i v e r s e  a n d
w i d e s p r e a d .   M a n y  o f  t h e  c o n c e r n s  s t e m  f r o m  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n
that change w o u l d  be "forced" by i m p o s i n g  heavy cost 
p e n a l t i e s  and t h a t  placement c h o i c e s  w o u l d  be l i m i t e d  even 
where c o u n t i e s  met p r e v i o u s l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  DPW g o a l s .

T h e o p t i o n s  a s  t h e y  a r e  p r e s e n t l y  c o n s t r u e d  a r e  n o t  l i k e l y  
to g a i n  acceptance.

F i n d i n g s :   Other Assessments

A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  s t u d y  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  t h e  c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o  
p l a n s  do not d i r e c t l y  address many of the i s s u e s  w h i c h  
a r i s e from a p o l i c y  of d e v e l o p i n g  a new s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  
system.  Some unanswered q u e s t i o n s  a re:  How w i l l  new 
clients become e l i g i b l e  for s e r v i c e s ?   What mechanisms wi11 be 
b u i l t  in for changes in i n d i v i d u a l  c l i e n t s '  service n e e d s ?   
H o w  w i l l  t h e  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  b e  d e v e l o p e d  a n d  implemented?  
W o u l d  an i s s u e - f o c u s e d  approach be more effective than a cost 
i n c e n t i v e  in e n c o u r a g i n g  change?

I N C E N T I V E S  AND D I S I N C E N T I V E S

We developed the f o l l o w i n g  c r i t e r i a  for a f i s c a l i n c e n t i v e
plan which m i g h t  further D P W ' s long-range p o l i c y  g o a l s .

What the I n c e n t i v e  S h o u l d  Do:

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  encourage c o u n t i e s  to 
d e v e l o p  and u t i l i z e  waivered s e r v i c e s without 
l o s i n g cooperation from exis t i n g providers 

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  a l l o w  sufficient development 
t i m e  f o r  r e - t r a i n i n g  o f  p r e s e n t  p r o v i d e r s  w h o  m a y  
w i s h  to d e v e l o p  new s e r v i c e s  and for counties to 
develop q u a l i t y  control safeguards 

* The i n c e n t i v e s h o u l d  reward c o u n t i e s  for meeting
the s t a t e ' s  u t i l i z a t i o n  targets
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* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  make it p o s s i b l e for continued 
m o v e m e n t  o f  c l i e n t s  i n t o  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  t o  
i n c r e a s e  s a v i n g s  t o  t h e  c o u n t y  o v e r  t i m e  

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  offer a p o s i t i v e  impetus to 
c o u n t i e s  t o  i n c u r  u p f r o n t  d e v e l o p m e n t  c o s t s  
w i t h  the expectation that s a v i n g s  w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  
l a t e r

* T h e  i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  a l l o w  t h e  s t a t e  t o  s h a r e  
i n  t h e  c o s t  s a v i n g s  o f  t h e  n e w  s e r v i c e s

What the I n c e n t i v e  S h o u l d  Not Do

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  n o t  put pressure on 
caseworkers to p l a c e  c l i e n t s  s o l e l y  on cost factors 

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  m i n i m i z e  " p o l a r i z a t i o n "  of 
c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  not penalize c o u n t i e s  for 
a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e m e n t s  ( s u c h  a s  m o v e m e n t  o f  
m u l t i p l y handicapped c l i e n t s  from state h o s p i t a l s  
to C l a s s  B I C F / M R ' s )  

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d not i n c r e a s e  the cost-share to 
c o u n t i e s  for ANY s e r v i c e s  u n t i l  enough new, l e s s  
e x p e n s i v e  se rv ic es a re  in  p l a c e  so  tha t t h e i r  c os ts 
w i l l  n o t  i n c r e a s e  m o r e  t h a n  t h e  s t a t e ' s  p r o j e c t i o n s
o f  r e a s o n a b l e  c l i e n t  m o v e m e n t  

What W o u l d  an I n c e n t i v e  Look L i k e ?

After s t u d y i n g  the c r i t e r i a  o u t l i n e d  above and the 
proj ec tio n s of  c l i e n t  m ove m ent do ne b y th e s a m p l e  c o u n t i e s ,  
we designed a v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o  p l a n  w h i c h  m i g h t  
s u c c e e d  i n  e n c o u r a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s
w i t h m i n i m a l  o b j e c t i o n s  f r o m  c o u n t i e s  a n d  o t h e r  
s t a k e h o l d e r s .

U n d e r t h i s  p l a n ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o  w o u l d  b e  
m a i n t a i n e d  i n 1 9 84.  I n 1 9 85 t he  r a t i o  w o u l d  ch an ge f or 
w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s ,  a n d  i n  1 9 8 6  t h e  r a t i o  w o u l d c h a n g e  f o r  
state h o s p i t a l s .   T h i s  w o u l d  a l l o w  c o u n t i e s  time to move 
c l i e n t s  from state h o s p i t a l  s e t t i n g s  without i n c u r r i n g  
i n c r e a s e d  c o s t s .   T h e  c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o  f o r  I C F / M R ' s  w o u l d  
n o t  c h a n g e  a t  a l l .
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How the P l a n  Meets I n c e n t i v e  C r i t e r i a

1) C o u n t i e s  are immediately encouraged to d e v e l o p  and 
u t i l i z e  waivered s e r v i c e s  by the 95-5% cost-share r a t i o .  

2) Cooperation from present p r o v i d e r s  is not l o s t  
because no one " l o s e s " ,  at l e a s t  according to the 
sentiments expressed in r e a c t i o n  to the three o p t i o n s  
explored in t h i s  study:

* I C F / M R  c o s t - s h a r e  r a t e s  d o  n o t  c h a n g e .  

* State h o s p i t a l s ,  who h a v e known for some 
t i m e  that t h e i r  p o p u l a t i o n s  w i l l  be reduced, have 
t w o  y e a r s  b e f o r e  t h e  c o u n t y  p a y s  a  g r e a t e r  s h a r e ,  
t i m e  they can use to r e - t r a i n  s t a f f ,  create new 
j o b s ,  and p a r t i c i p a t e  in the development of the new
s e r v i c e s .

* Advocates, caseworkers and c l i e n t  f a m i l i e s  need not 
feel that i n a p p r o p r i a t e  placements are made
so that c o u n t i e s  w i l l  a v o i d  p e n a l t i e s .

3) Counties have an a d d i t i o n a l  year of grace before 
t h e i r  share of payments for any s e r v i c e s  are. i n c r e a s e d ,  
d u r i n g  w h i c h  time they can d e v e l o p  new s e r v i c e s w i t h
a d e q u a t e  s a f e g u a r d s ,  s e c u r e  c o o p e r a t i o n  f r o m  B o a r d s  a n d  
taxpayers based on the p o t e n t i a l  cost s a v i n g s ,  and beg i n  
c l i e n t  movement according to t h e i r  own projections of what 
they can r e a l i s t i c a l l y  a c h i e v e .  

4) The c o u n t i e s  w h i c h  meet t h e i r  s t a t e  h o s p i t a l  
u t i l i z a t i o n  targets w i l l  not have to pay a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  
share for state h o s p i t a l  c l i e n t s  in 1986 ( t h e  f i r s t  year in 
w h i c h  t h e i r  rate i n c r e a s e s )  because they w i l l  have moved 
s u f f i c i e n t  numbers of c l i e n t s  to other s e r v i c e s .  

5) T h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  c o s t  i n c r e a s e  ( a c c o u n t e d  f o r  b y  
i n f l a t i o n  and new c l i e n t s )  to counties goes down from 9 
percent in 1986 to 4 percent in 1987 d e s p i t e  the h i g h e r  
cost-share for state h o s p i t a l  placements.  T h i s  is a net 
c o s t  s a v i n g s ,  a n d  i t  h a p p e n s  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  m o v e m e n t  o f  
more c l i e n t s  i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s .   Moreover, we w o u l d
e x p e c t  e v e n  g r e a t e r  s a v i n g s  i n  s u b s e q u e n t  y e a r s .  

6) If  no  wa i ve r ed  s e r v i c e s  w er e  d e ve l op e d,  an d  i f  t h e 
present cost-share p o l i c y  were m a i n t a i n e d ,  we w o u l d expect
costs for I C F / M R ' s  and state h o s p i t a l s e r v i c e s  to increase 
by at l e a s t  12 to 15 percent per year, not i n c l u d i n g  costs 
for new c l i e n t s .   However, once the i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  takes
effect, even i n c l u d i n g  the i n f l u x  of new c l i e n t s  neither
t h e  s t a t e  n o r  t h e  c o u n t i e s  i n c u r  m o r e  t h a n  a  9  p e r c e n t  
i n c r e a s e  i n  a n y  y e a r ,  a n d  t h e  r a t e  i n c r e a s e  s h o u l d  c o n t i n u e  
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to d e c l i n e .   Thus the p l a n  w o u l d  meet federal requirements 
that the waivered s e r v i c e s  cost l e s s than the present system.

7) The s m a l l  net " s a v i n g s " even in the f i r s t two
years combined w i t h  the p o t e n t i a l l y  greater s a v i n g s  in the
future s h o u l d encourage c o u n t i e s  to i n v e s t  time and even 
s o m e  f u n d i n g  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  if the state or federal government makes 
development money a v a i l a b l e .  

8) T h e  s t a t e  s h a r e s  i n  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  o f  c o s t  
increases w h i c h  r e s u l t  from c l i e n t  movement. I t s cost
i n c r e a s e  between 1985 and 1987 remains constant at 6 
percent, compared w i t h  an increase of 11 percent in 1984. 

9) Because the i n c e n t i v e p l a n  is based on 
c a s e w o r k e r s '  o w n  p r o j e c t i o n s  o f  a p p r o p r i a t e  m o v e m e n t  o f  
c l i e n t s  i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s ,  the c o u n t i e s can save money 
w i t h o u t fear of i n a p p r o p r i a t e  placements.

10)  ICF/MR p r o v i d e r s  w i l l  not be p o l a r i z e d  because 
s m a l l  and l a r g e  f a c i l i t i e s  have the same cost-share r a t i o .
State h o s p i t a l  providers w i l l  have l e s s  reason to c o m p l a i n  
that  th ey  are  tr ea ted dif fe rent ly fr om I C F / M R ' s .   Ad voca tes  
w i l l  be s a t i s f i e d  because waivered s e r v i c e s  are rewarded but 
the c o u n t i e s  w i l l  s t i l l  share in the " r i s k "  by paying some
of the c o s t s .   Caseworkers w i l l  not be pressured by county 
Boards to cut costs r e g a r d l e s s  of c l i e n t  needs.

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S :   E N C O U R A G I N G  W A I V E R E D  S E R V I C E S

W h i l e  waivered s e r v i c e s  were not d i r e c t l y  the focus of t h i s  
study, it was d i f f i c u l t  for our respondents to separate the 
changes that w i l l  be necessary to e s t a b l i s h  a w h o l e  new 
system of s e r v i c e s  from the changes that w o u l d  r e s u l t  from a 
f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  p o l i c y  aimed at f a c i l i t a t i n g  c l i e n t  
m o v e m e n t  i n  t h a t  s y s t e m .

DPW staff suggested that the a d d i t i o n a l  stress to counties 
and p r o v i d e r s  of a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  m i g h t  "overload" 
t h e  s y s t e m  i f  i n t r o d u c e d  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t a l  s t a g e s  o f  
waivered s e r v i c e s .

We concur, and w o u l d  l i k e  to suggest more immediate steps 
w h i c h  w o u l d  f a c i l i t a t e  development of the new system.  Once 
t h e s e  s t e p s  h a v e  b e e n  t a k e n ,  t h e  s t a t e  w o u l d  a l s o  b e  i n  a  
better p o s i t i o n  to judge the merits of a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e
plan, and c o u n t i e s  and providers w o u l d  be in a better 
p o s i t i o n  to profit by it.
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W h e t h e r  o r  n o t  t h e  s t a t e  c h o o s e s  t o  a d o p t  a  f i n a n c i a l  
i n c e n t i v e  p l a n ,  we recommend an i n t e g r a t e d  p l a n n i n g  and 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  p r o c e s s .   W e  s e e  s e v e r a l  c r i t i c a l  e l e m e n t s  t o  
t h a t  p r o c e s s :

* A n  o v e r a l l  d e s i g n  p l a n  f o r  d e v e lo pm e n t  o f  w ai v e r e d  
s e r v i c e s ,  d e v e l o p e d  b y  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  t o t a l  i m p a c t  o f  
waivered s e r v i c e s  and by further e x p l o r i n g  the f e a s i b i l i t y  
and consequences of an i n c e n t i v e  p l a n .  

* A set of g u i d e l i n e s  for d e v e l o p i n g  and m o n i t o r i n g  
w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  and appropriate placement of c l i e n t s .  

* A t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  package for c o u n t i e s  to 
o r i e n t  t hem to the new s e r v i c e s  and to provide a s s i s t a n c e  
in f u n d i n g ,  t r a i n i n g ,  development, and a p p l i c a t i o n .  . 

* An i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  p l a n  w h i c h  u t i l i z e s  t h e  knowledge 
and resources of current s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r s  and t h e i r  s t a f f s
a n d  a f f o r d s  t h e m  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  b e c o m e  p r o v i d e r s  o f  n e w  
s e r v i ces. 

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :   D E S I G N I N G  A N  I N C E N T I V E P L A N

I f  t h e  s t a t e  w a n t s  i t s  p l a n  t o  a c t  a s  a n  i n c e n t i v e ,  w e  
recommend t h a t  it meet the c r i t e r i a  o u t l i n e d  above.

The i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  we h a v e  developed offers a p o l i c y  w h e r e b y  
e v e r y o n e  " w i n s " .   T h e  s t a t e  a n d  t h e  c o u n t i e s  s a v e  m o n e y  ( a s  
i s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  f e d e r a l  a p p r o v a l  o f  t h e  w a i v e r  request).  
Present s e r v i c e p r o v i d e r s  h a v e  t i m e  to re-direct t h e i r  
e f f o r t s  a n d  t a k e  p a r t  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  n e w  s e r v i c e s .  
C o u n t i e s  h a v e  t i m e  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  q u a l i t y  s e r v i c e s w i l l
b e  d e v e lo pe d ,  a n d  t o e d u c a t e t h e i r  c o m m u n i t i e s  a b o u t  t h e  
a d v a n t a g e s  o f  t h e  p o l i c y  c h a n g e .   T h e  goals of 
d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and "normali z a t i o n "  are served at 
m i n i m a l  c o s t .

W h i l e  an i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  has a number of d e s i r a b l e  
q u a l i t i e s ,  it does s t i l l  create a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  some i n e q u i t i e s w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  remain, and 
s e v e r a l  r e s p o n d e n t s  w i l l  b e  o p p o s e d  t o  h a v i n g  c o s t  d e t e r m i n e
l e v e l  o f  c a r e  i n  a n y  w a y .   D P W  m a y  w i s h  t o  c o n s i d e r  other
means of a c h i e v i n g  the d e - i n s t i t u t i o n aliz a t i o n  g o a l s  of i t s  
plan than by a l t e r i n g  the present c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o s .

We t h i n k  that an i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  such as proposed in t h i s  
s e c t i o n  w o u l d  b e  w e l l - r e c e i v e d ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  c o n j e c t u r e .  
P e r h a p s  t h i s  r e p o r t  c o u l d  b e  c i r c u l a t e d  f o r  r e s p o n s e .
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THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = =

The M i n n e s o t a  Department of P u b l i c  Welfare ( D P W )  has 
developed a p l a n  of action w h i c h  w o u l d  r e d i r e c t  services for
the m e n t a l l y retarded from i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and semi-
i n s t i t u t i o n a l s e t t i n g s  to in-home and community-based 
s e t t i n g s  over the next f i v e  years.  ("A Proposed P l a n  of 
Action for the R e d e s i g n  of the Scope and F u n d i n g  of Services 
for the M e n t a l l y Retarded in M i n n e s o t a , "  March 21, 1983.)  
T h i s  p l a n  r e q u i r e s  a number of l e g i s l a t i v e  changes and 
s i g n i f i c a n t  a l t e r a t i o n s  in modes of s e r v i c e  delivery.

The p l a n  was predicated on c e r t a i n  program p o l i c i e s :

1) To p r o v i d e  q u a l i t y  s e r v i c e s  in s m a l l ,  h o m e l i k e  and
natural s e t t i n g s w h i c h are integrated i n t o the m a i n s t r e a m  
o f  t h e  c o m m u n i t y ,  a n d  

2) To c o n t a i n  system cost i n c r e a s e s  i n  p r o v i s i o n  of 
s e r v i c e s  to the m e n t a l l y  retarded. 

A la rg e  p ro po rt i on  o f se r vi ce s ar e  n ow  p a i d  by  M e d i c a l
A s s i s t a n c e  ( M A ) ,  w i t h  costs shared by the federal g o v e r n m e n t  
( 5 3 . 1 % ) ,  s t a t e  ( 4 2 . 2 % )  a n d  c o u n t i e s  ( 4 . 7 % ) .   B y  J u l y  o f  
1 9 8 4  a  n e w  a r r a y  o f  i n - h o m e  a n d  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  services 
w i l l  probably become e l i g i b l e  for MA coverage upon a p p r o v a l
b y  t h e  f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  f o r  a  w a i v e r  r e q u e s t  un de r  T i t l e  
X I X  ( De c em be r 8 , 19 83 ).   T he  s ta t e w i s h e s  t o encourage 
c o u n t i e s  to develop these s e r v i c e s  and move c l i e n t s  i n t o
them r a p i d l y .

The 1983 l e g i s l a t u r e  ( A r t i c l e  9, Section 6, Subd. 3) 
authorized a study of the f e a s i b i l i t y  of varying the state-
county cost-share r a t i o s  for M A - e l i g i b l e  s e r v i c e s  as a me an s  
of  e nc o ur ag in g d ev el op me n t an d u t i l i z a t i o n  o f th e  n e w
s e r v i c e s .

I n  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 3  R a i n b o w  R e s e a r c h ,  I n c . ,  w a s  c o n t r a c t e d  t o  
c o n d u c t  a  s t u d y  t o  e x p l o r e  w h e t h e r  a  v a r i a b l e  c o s t - s h a r e  
r a t i o w o u l d  in fact further the overall p o l i c y  g o a l s  of DPW 
and t h e  s t a t e .

W e  d e c i d e d  t o  e x a m i n e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n s e q u e n c e s  a n d  
i m p l i c a t i o n s  of three v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o s :

* W o u l d  varying the cost-share r a t i o f a c i l i t a t e  
c l i e n t  movement in t h e  desired d i r e c t i o n ?
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* What w o u l d  be the c o s t s  to c o u n t i e s  and to the 
state of several a l t e r n a t i v e  cost-share r a t i o s ?  
How affordable would each of these a l t e r n a t i v e s  
be? 

* Wha t wou l d b e the  pro gr amm a tic  i mpa c t o f eac h  
a l t e r n a t i v e  on q u a l i t y  of care? 

* What a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  impact w o u l d  each a l t e r n a t i v e  
have on the s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  system?

* What w o u l d  be the probable acceptance of each 
a l t e r n a t i v e  (or any a l t e r n a t i v e )  on affected 
c o n s t i t u e n t s :   county directors, caseworkers, 
MR advocates, c l i e n t s  and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s ,  s e r v i c e
p r o v i d e r s  and t h e i r  employees, taxpayers?  What 
controversy w o u l d  be generated?
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APPROACH
= = = = 

T H E  T H R E E  P O L I C Y  O P T I O N S

W i t h the a s s i s t a n c e  of DPW s t a f f ,  we designed three p o l i c y
options w h i c h  the state m i g h t  c o n c e i v a b l y  adopt.  Each of 
the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  is aimed at f a c i l i t a t i n g  the movement of 
m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  p e r s o n s  i n t o  h o m e  a n d  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  
s e t t i n g s .   Each o p t i o n presents a different f i n a n c i a l  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  rate for the STATE and COUNTY shares of services 
for M A - e l i g i b l e  c l i e n t s .

C u r r e n t l y  the state pays 90% of the non-federal share of 
costs for MA-covered s e r v i c e s  (i.e., state h o s p i t a l s  and 
community-based Intermediate Care F a c i l i t i e s  ( I C F / M R ' s ) ;  
federal s t a t u t e  a l l o w s  that t h i s  share be as l o w  as 40%.
The county pays t h e  b a l a n c e .

On the f o l l o w i n g pages the three p o l i c y o p t i o n s  are
e x p l a i n e d .   Each of these o p t i o n s explores a d i f f e r e n t method
of c h a n g i n g  the s t a t e ' s  share ( a n d  therefore the c o u n t y ' s
s h a r e )  o f  n o n - f e d e r a l  M A  c o s t s  f o r  v a r i o u s  t y p e s  o f  
s e r v i c e s .   I n  e a c h  o p t i o n ,  t h e  s t a t e  w o u l d  p a y  a  h i g h e r
s h a r e  o f  t h e  M A  c o s t s  f o r  t h e  h o m e  a n d  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  
services w i t h  t h e  i n t e n t  of encouraging c o u n t i e s  to develop 
and u t i l i z e  them,  These s e r v i c e s  are:  in-home f a m i l y  
support s e r v i c e s , developmental t r a i n i n g  homes, s u p e r v i s e d  
l i v i n g  arrangements ( S L A ' S) and semi-independent l i v i n g  
se rv ic e s (S IL S) .   Th es e s e r v i c e s  a r e de fi n ed  i n D P W ' s  w a i v e r
r e q u e s t  o f  D e c e m b e r  8 ,  1 9 8 3  ( a n d  w i l l  h e r e a f t e r  b e  ref er re d  
to  a s " wa iv er ed  s e r v i c e s " ) .

R e s p i t e care, homemaker s e r v i c e s  and costs of case 
management are not b e i n g  c o n s i d e r e d  in t h i s  study.

U n d e r  e a c h  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  o p t i o n s ,  t h e  s t a t e ' s  s h a r e  w o u l d  
b e  e q u a l  t o  o r  l e s s t h a n  i t s  c u r r e n t  s h a r e  f o r  c o m m u n i t y  
I C F / M R ' s  and for state h o s p i t a l s .

F i n a l l y ,  regardless of the o p t i o n ,  a grace p e r i o d w o u l d  be 
provided so that counties c o u l d  b e g i n  to make p r o v i s i o n s  for 
u t i l i z a t i o n  of waivered s e r v i c e s .

O u r  s t r a t e g y  w a s  t o  a s k  e a c h  c o u n t y ,  " W h a t  w o u l d  h a p p e n  i f  
DPW adopted t h i s  p o l i c y ? "
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The County U t i l i z a t i o n  Target

In 1981 DPW c o n s i d e r e d  the i d e a  of d e v e l o p i n g  u t i l i z a t i o n  
targets  f or maxi ma l count y placeme nt s in st at e h o s p i t a l  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  and p o l l e d  counties about how that target 
s h o u l d  be c a l c u l a t e d .  The target numbers have not as yet 
been o f f i c i a l l y  set by DPW.  For purposes of t h i s  study we 
h a v e  a s s u m e d  t h a t  t h e  d e s i r e d g o a l  i s  t o  r e d u c e  s t a t e w i d e  
u t i l i z a t i o n  of state h o s p i t a l s  by 30% and I C F / M R ' s  by 7% by 
1987.

The formula for state hospital u t i l i z a t i o n  developed in 1981 
by p o l l i n g  county welfare directors combined reduced per 
c a p i t a  u t i l i z a t i o n  by county w i t h  a 30% statewide, reduction 
so that c o u n t i e s  w i t h  low u t i l i z a t i o n  are not penalized .

We have used that formula in d e v e l o p i n g  target numbers for 
e a c h  s a m p l e  c o u n t y .

U n d e r  a l l  three o p t i o n s  a u t i l i z a t i o n  target for h o s p i t a l s  
and community ICF/MR's is c a l c u l a t e d  for each county, beyond 
w h i c h  the state w o u l d pay o n l y  75 percent of costs for ALL 
state h o s p i t a l  and ICF/MR s e r v i c e s  d u r i n g the p e r i o d for
w h i c h  the target was exceeded.
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POLICY OPTION #1 

GRADUATED VARIABLE MA CONTRIBUTIONS 

Under P o l i c y  Option #1, the s t a t e ' s  share of MA costs for MR 
services w o u l d  vary by 5 percentage p o i n t s  according to the 
type of s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r e d ,  w i t h  the h i g h e s t  rate for in-home
f a m i l y  support s e r v i c e s  and the lowest for state hospitals.

Under t h i s proposed o p t i o n ,  t h e  s t a t e  and county w o u l d  pay the 
f o l l o w i n g  percentages of the non-federal share:

State County

A. In-home family support services 100% 0

B. Other waivered services: 

Developmental training homes 
(foster care)
Supervised living arrangements 
(SLA'S)
Semi-independent living services 
(SILS)

95%

95%

95%

5%

5%

5%

C. Small group home (15 or less) 90% 10%

D. Large group home (16 or more) 85% 15%

E. State hospital 80% 20%

As in- a l l  the o p t i o n s ,  if u t i l i z a t i o n  of state h o s p i t a l s a n d
c o m m u n i t y  I C F / M R ' s  e x c e e d e d  t h e  t a r g e t  r a t e ,  t h e  s t a t e ' s  share 
for a l l  of those s e r v i c e s  d u r i n g  that p e r i o d  w o u l d  d r o p  t o  7 5  
p e r c e n t .
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POLICY OPTION # 2 

TWO RATES FOR STATE AND COUNTY SHARES 

Under P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #2, the s t a t e ' s  share of reimbursement 
for the non-federal share of MA-covered c l i e n t s  w o u l d  be 95% 
for a l l  waivered s e r v i c e s ,  and 85% for a l l  non-waivered 
services.

Under t h i s  proposed o p t i o n , t h e  s t a t e  and county w o u l d  pay 
the followi n g  percentages of the non-federal share: 

State County

A. In-home family support services 95% 5%

B. Other waivered services: 

Developmental training homes 
(foster care)
Supervised living arrangements 
(SLA'S)
Semi-independent living services 
(SILS)

95%

95%

95%

5%

5%

5%

C. Small group home (15 or less) 85% 15%

D. Large group home (16 or more) 85% 15%

E. State hospital 85% 15%
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POLICY OPTION # 3 

THREE VARIABLE RATES FOR STATE AND COUNTY SHARES 

Under P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #3, the state w o u l d  pay 100% of the costs 
of waivered s e r v i c e s ,  90% ( t h e  same as at present) of the 
costs for l a r g e  and s m a l l  group homes, and 80% of the costs of 
state h o s p i t a l s .

Under t h i s  proposed o p t i o n ,  the state and county w o u l d  pay 
the f o l l o w i n g  percentages of t h e  non-federal s h a r e :

State County

A. In-home family support services 100% 0

B. Other waivered services: 

Developmental training homes 
(foster care)
Supervised living arrangements 
(SLA'S)
Semi-independent living services 
(SILS)

100%

100%

100%

0

0

0

C. Small group home (15 or less) 90% 10%

D. Large group home (16 or more) 90% 10%

E. State hospital 80S 20%
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T H E  S T U D Y  R E S P O N D E N T S

F o r  t h i s  s t u d y  w e  i n t e r v i e w e d  t w o  t y p e s  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s :  
county s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  directors and a group of " p o l i c y  
s t a k e h o l d e r s "  or c o n s t i t u e n t s  who w o u l d  be affected by the 
proposed p o l i c y  o p t i o n s .

Constituents represented the f o l l o w i n g  groups:

* MR advocates ( M i n n e s o t a  A s s o c i a t i o n  of Retarded 
C i t i z e n s ,  Legal Advocacy for the D e v e l o p m e n t a l l y  
Disabled), 

* S e r v i c e  providers ( A s s o c i a t i o n  of Residences for 
t h e  R e t a r d e d  i n  M i n n e s o t a ,  M i n n e s o t a  D A C A ,  A F S M E ,  
F a r i b a u l t  State H o s p i t a l , Woodv a l e Management Inc.,
N o r h a v e n  I n c . ) ,  

* State o f f i c i a l s ( M i n n e s o t a  Developmental 
D i s a b i l i t i e s  P l a n n i n g  O f f i c e ,  a l e g i s l a t o r ,  a court 
m o n i t o r ) ,  and

* C o u n t i e s (County S o c i a l  S e r v i c e  Director
A s s o c i a t i o n ,  A s s o c i a t i o n  of Minnesota C o u n t i e s ) .

The Sample of C o u n t i e s

A 20% sample of Minnesota c o u n t i e s was a l s o  chosen for an 
i n - d e p t h  a n a l y s i s  of how each p o l i c y o p t i o n  would affect 
c l i e n t  movement and c o s t s .

Seventeen c o u n t i e s  were i n v i t e d  to participate in the study, 
and 16 responded.  T h i s  sample was " s t r a t i f i e d "  to represent 
several key d i m e n s i o n s :

* m e t r o / n o n - m e t r o ;

* h i g h ,  medium and l o w  u t i l i z a t i o n  l e v e l s  of 
community ICF/MR f a c i l i t i e s  and s t a t e  h o s p i t a l  
faci lit ie s; 

* s t a t e  h o s p i t a l  catchment area; and 

* welfare caseload r a t i o  in p r o p o r t i o n  to p o p u l a t i o n
(a measure of county w e a l t h ) .  

See Appendix A for breakdowns of the sample c o m p o s i t i o n .
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G e n e r a l l y ,  we t r i e d  to select a good " m i x "  of c o u n t i e s :  so m e 
fr o m e ac h  s t at e  h o s p i t a l  c at c hm e nt  ar e a,  an d  s o me  of  v a r i o u s  
l e v e l s  of w e a l t h ,  p o p u l a t i o n  and current utiliz a t i o n patterns.

Our method was to i s o l a t e counties f i r s t  on the m e t r o / n o n -
m e t r o  d i m e n s i o n  a n d  t h e n  t o  l o o k  f o r  p a t t e r n s  (such as "poor, 
low u t i l i z a t i o n  state h o s p i t a l s ,  h i g h  u t i l i z a t i o n
I C F / M R "  etc.).  In t h i s  way the sample s h o u l d  be h i g h l y  
representative of the responses we w o u l d  expect from a l l  
Minnesota c o u n t i e s .

The I n t e r v i e w  Method

A l l  respondents r e c e i v e d  a w r i t t e n  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  in the 
m a i l ,  w i t h  d e t a i l e d  i n s t r u c t i o n s  and e x p l a n a t i o n s  of each 
p o l i c y  o p t i o n .  County respondents a l s o  r e c e i v e d several 
Worksheets (see Appendix B) to p r o v i d e  them w i t h  data about 
t h e i r  current u t i l i z a t i o n  and c o s t s ,  t h e i r  target
u t i l i z a t i o n  quotas, and to h e l p  them figure out projections 
of c l i e n t  movement and county c o s t s  u n d e r  each of the p o l i c y  
options.

The w r i t t e n  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was f o l l o w e d  by a telephone 
i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  Rainbow Research s t a f f ,  in w h i c h  q u e s t i o n s
a b o u t  t h e  s t u d y  w e r e  a n s w e r e d  a n d  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  were recorded.  T h i s  i n t e r v i e w  lasted from o n e  
h a l f  h o u r  t o  t w o  h o u r s  ( a n d  w a s  o f t e n  p r e c e d e d  b y  s e v e r a l  
phone c a l l s  w i t h  q u e s t i o n s ,  because of the great d i f f i c u l t y  
of p r o j e c t i n g  what w o u l d happen "if"...)

F i n a l l y ,  two types of f i n d i n g s  were compiled:

* A q u a n t i t a t i v e  database of:

A) pr o je c te d  c l i e n t  m o ve m en t  a n d p ro j ec t ed  co s ts 
under each p o l i c y  o p t i o n ,  and 

B) projected c l i e n t  movement and projected costs 
u n d e r  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o s t - s h a r e  s y s t e m .  

* A database of " q u a l i t a t i v e "  responses about 
f i s c a l ,  programmatic, a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and other 
i m p l i c a t i o n s  of each o p t i o n  and of a v a r i a b l e
c o s t - s h a r e  p o l i c y  in g e n e r a l .
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P R O J E C T E D  C L I E N T  P L A C E M E N T S  A N D  C O S T S ,  1 9 8 4 - 1 9 8 7

H O W  T H E  O P T I O N S  W O U L D  A F F E C T  C L I E N T  M O V E M E N T

In the m a i l e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  and over the phone, we asked 
county d i r e c t o r s  to r e v i e w  the three p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  and the 
u t i l i z a t i o n  targets we set for t h e i r  c o u n t i e s .   Then we 
asked t h e m  to review t h e i r c l i e n t c a s e l o a d and project how 
many c l i e n t s  t h e y  w o u l d  be a b l e  to move i n t o  waivered 
s e r v i c e s  between 1984 and 1987 ( a s s u m i n g  that w a i v e r e d  
s e r v i c e s  become M A - e l i g i b l e  in J u l y  of 1984 and that no 
p o l i c y  o p t i o n  w o u l d  t a k e  e f f e c t  b e f o r e  1 9 8 5 ) .

W e  a l s o  a s k e d  t h e m  t o  p r o j e c t  h o w  m a n y  n e w  c l i e n t s  t h e y  
a n t i c i p a t e  d u r i n g  t h o s e  four years and to p l a c e  them in 
s e r v i c e categories along w i t h present c l i e n t s ,  e x p l a i n i n g
that i d e a l l y  new c l i e n t s  w o u l d  be p l a c e d  in waivered 
s e r v i c e s .

Our purpose was to d i s c o v e r  w h i c h  cost-share o p t i o n  w o u l d
most affect the r e d i s t r i b u t i o n  of c l i e n t s .

Key C l i e n t Movement F i n d i n g s

1) E v e r y  c o u n t y  i n  o u r  s a m p l e  p r o j e c t e d  t h e  s a m e  
c l i e n t m o v e m e n t  f o r  e a c h  o p t i o n ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  c o u n t y ' s  
c o s t  b u r d e n .  

2) Many c o u n t i e s  t o l d  us that c l i e n t  placement is 
e n t i r e l y  unrelated to f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e s .  

3) O t h e r  c o u n t i e s  s a i d t h e y  a r e  a l r e a d y  c o m m i t t e d  t o  
d e - i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and i n t e n d  to pursue such a p o l i c y  
r e g a r d l e s s  o f  c o s t .  

4) S t i l l  o t h e r  c o u n t i e s  s a i d  t h e y  w o u l d  r e s p o n d  t o  a n  
i n c e n t i v e  system w h i c h  encourages waivered s e r v i c e s but
o n l y  up to a l e v e l  they c o n s i d e r  f e a s i b l e .  

5) In g e n e r a l ,  c o u n t i e s reached or c l o s e l y
a p p r o x i m a t e d  t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  t a r g e t s  w e  s e t  f o r  r e d u c i n g  
u t i l i z a t i o n  of state h o s p i t a l and ICF/MR f a c i l i t i e s .   T h i s
suggests that the s e t t i n g  of targets a l o n e  m i g h t  be a 
s u f f i c i e n t  i n c e n t i v e  for c o u n t i e s  to meet them. 
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6 )   B y  1 9 8 7 ,  c o u n t i e s  p r o j e c t  t h a t  3 1  p e r c e n t  o f  a l l
MA- e l i g i b l e  c l i e n t s  w i l l  be in waivered s e r v i c e s .   T h i s  by 
i t s e l f  is an impressive a c h i e v e m e n t ,  and one w h i c h  the
counties m a i n t a i n  they w i l l  be a b l e  to do regardless of the 
s t a t e ' s  c h o i c e  of a cost-share r a t i o .

The U t i l i z a t i o n  Targets

T a b l e  1 shows how the targets set for each s a m p l e  county 
w o u l d  o r  w o u l d  n o t  b e  m e t  b e t w e e n  1 9 8 4  a n d  1 9 8 7 .

From t h i s  t a b l e  we see that:

1) The o v e r a l l  targets w o u l d  be met.

2) Three c o u n t i e s  w o u l d  not meet t h e i r  1987 ICF/MR 
targets and o n l y  two counties w o u l d  not meet i t s  s t a t e  
h o s p i t a l  target.  The c o u n t i e s  u n a b l e  to meet ICF/MR 
targets are a l l  r u r a l ,  are e i t h e r  poor or of m e d i u m  w e a l t h ,  
and vary in t h e i r  present u t i l i z a t i o n  patterns.  The 
counties which would not meet t h e i r  state h o s p i t a l  targets
are poor rural c o u n t i e s  w i t h  h i g h  state h o s p i t a l  
utilization.

3) The o v e r a l l  reduction w h i c h  would be achieved in 
ICF/MR u t i l i z a t i o n  between 1982 and 1987 is 8 percent 
( a g a i n s t  a targeted 7 p e r c e n t ) .   State h o s p i t a l u t i l i z a t i o n  
w o u l d  b e  r e d u c e d  b y  3 2  p e r c e n t  f o r  t h e  s a m e  p e r i o d  ( a g a i n s t  
a targeted 30 p e r c e n t ) .

S u m m a r y

The most s i g n i f i c a n t  f i n d i n g  of the p o l i c y  study so far is 
that sample counties, when presented with u t i l i z a t i o n  
targets for ICF/MR and state h o s p i t a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  express 
readiness and w i l l i n g n e s s  to meet them, whether under a 
v a r i a b l e  cost share r a t i o  or under the present cost-share 
system.

T h i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  D P W  m i g h t  b e  a s  s u c c e s s f u l  i n  a c h i e v i n g  
i t s  p o l i c y  o b je c ti v es  by  en c ou r ag i ng  co u nt i es  to  me e t 
u t i l i z a t i o n  targets as it w o u l d  by i m p l e m e n t i n g  a v a r i a b l e  
cost-share r a t i o .
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WHAT THE OPTIONS WOULD COST

Tables 2 through 5 show the total projected costs of the 
three p o l i c y options and of the status quo, u s i n g  the 
counties' own projections of c l i e n t  movement. Costs are 
broken down by type of s e r v i c e ,  and by s t a t e ,  county and 
federal share.

Table 6 shows the total MA c o s t s  for 1981 and 1982, broken 
down by ICF/MR and state h o s p i t a l  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  and by sta te,  
cou nt y a n d f ed era l  sh ar e u n der  t he p res en t cost-share ratio.

In d e v e l o p i n g  cost p r o j e c t i o n s ,  we u s e d the f i g u r e s for
average costs of services given in D P W ' s  waiver request of 
December 8, 1983.  O b v i o u s l y ,  these p r o j e c t i o n s  are o n l y  as 
accurate as these numbers and the projections of c l i e n t  
movement done by sample c o u n t i e s .   We were t o l d  by several 
respondents that these figures m i g h t  be too low ( i n  fact, 
some have been i n c r e a s e d  s i n c e  the draft of the waiver 
request which we used in t h i s  s t u d y ) ;  therefore our cost 
totals should be seen as conservative.

Key Cost F i n d i n g s

1) Each of the three p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  w o u l d  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  increase the c o u n t i e s '  costs (and 
proportionately decrease the s t a t e ' s  c o s t s )  for a l l  MR 
services over what the c o s t s  w o u l d  be if the present 
cost-share ratio were maintained. 

2) O p t i o n  #3 is the "cheapest" for the c o u n t i e s ,  
r a i s i n g  total MR costs to them by about $2.3 m i l l i o n  
between 1984 and 1987 ( n o t  i n c l u d i n g  any " p e n a l t i e s "  which 
w o u l d - b e  incurred for not meeting u t i l i z a t i o n  targets, 
w h i c h  are v i r t u a l l y  i m p o s s i b l e  to compute). 

3) Most counties would not r e a l i z e  any cost s a v i n g s ,  
but rather t h e i r  c o s t s  w o u l d  increase d r a m a t i c a l l y  under 
a l l the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  even though they w o u l d  meet or 
exceed t h e i r  u t i l i z a t i o n  targets and would move many 
c l i e n t s  i n t o  waivered services.  Thus, the p o l i c y  options 
s h o u l d  be viewed as " d i s i n c e n t i v e s "  rather than i n c e n t i v e s .

4) The increase in total costs of a l l services
between 1984 and 1987 is l e s s  than would be expected by 
ICF/MR and state hospital cost increases over that period, 
even if no new c l i e n t s  came i n t o  the system.  Total costs 
of services i n c r e a s e  from $93.9 m i l l i o n  in 1984 to $117.4 
m i l l i o n  in 1987, an increase of 25 percent.  DPW estimates 
that ICF/MR costs w i l l  increase by 28 percent and state
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TABLE 6.
SAMPLE COUNTY MA UTILIZATION AND COSTS FOR MR FACILITIES 

ACTUAL, 1981 AND 1982

1981
No. of
Clients Cost

1982
No. of
Clients Cost

Total  ICF/MR 1,815 2,167

State Share $13,799,766 $14,311,259

County Share 1,534,397 1,591,268

Federal Share 17,312,565 17,954,249

Sub-Total $32,646,738 $33,856,776

State Hospital 1,043 998

State Share $11,173,405 $13,018,759

County Share 1,242,370 1,447,556

Federal Share 14,017,640 16,332,737

Sub-Total $26,433,415 $30,799,052

Totals - All Services 2,858 3,165

State Share $24,973,171 $27,330,018

County Share 2,776,767 3,038,824

Federal Share 31,330,205 34,286,986

TOTALS $59,080,143 $64,655,828
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h o s p i t a l  c o s t s  b y  o v e r  4 0  p e r c e n t  d u r i n g  t h a t  p e r i o d .   T h e  
costs of waivered s e r v i c e s ,  however, are expected to 
increase o n l y  by about 17 percent.

5) However, new c l i e n t s  w i l l  come i n t o the system:
an estimated 5 1 1  new c l i e n t s  between 1984 and 1987 alone or 
a n  i n c r e a s e  o f  1 5  p e r c e n t .   T h e r e f o r e ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  a  
cost s a v i n g s  (over what w o u l d  be expected without any 
w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s )  o f  a t  l e a s t  1 5  p e r c e n t  i s  a c h i e v e d  b y  
movement of c l i e n t s  i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s .

6) The c o u n t i e s ,  under any of the three o p t i o n s ,  
w o u l d r e a l i z e none of t h i s  " s a v i n g s " .   In f a c t , the
c o u n t i e s '  share of the c o s t s  even under the cheapest o p t i o n
(#3) w i l l  be i n c r e a s e d  by 52.2 p e r c e n t .

S u m m a r y

In sum, a l t h o u g h  c o u n t i e s  m a i n t a i n  that they w i l l  in fact be 
a b l e  to move a s u b s t a n t i a l  number of c l i e n t s  (31 percent) 
i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s  by 1987, and a l t h o u g h  most w i l l  be 
a b l e  to meet u t i l i z a t i o n  targets for state h o s p i t a l s  and
I C F / M R ' s ,  none of the three p o l i c y o p t i o n s  p r o v i d e s  a n  
o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  c o u n t i e s  t o  r e a l i z e  c o s t  s a v i n g s .   Rather, 
t h e i r  costs w o u l d increase s u b s t a n t i a l l y  over what w o u l d  be 
expected by i n f l a t i o n  a l o n e even under the l e a s t  e x p e n s i v e  
o p t i o n .

C O U N T Y  C O S T S  B Y  T Y P E  O F  C O U N T Y

W e  w a n t e d  t o  l e a r n  w h e t h e r  a  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  s h a r e  o f  t h e  
M A cos ts for MR se rvic es w o u l d  be born e b y any "ty pe " of  
county under a cost-share r a t i o  p l a n .   For example, would 
such a p l a n cause poorer c o u n t i e s  to pay more than others in 
proportion to t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  numbers of c l i e n t s ?

Because Option #3, by v i r t u e  of i t s  lower cost to c o u n t i e s ,  
is r e a l l y  the o n l y  f e a s i b l e o p t i o n ,  we d i d  not l o o k  at any
of the others for t h i s  analysis.

Tabl es 7 thro ugh  1 0 sh ow br eakd own s of n umb er  of c l i e n t s
and county costs on these d i m e n s i o n s :   metro/non-metro, 
ICF/MR u t i l i z a t i o n ,  state h o s p i t a l  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  and welfare 
caseload r a t i o  ( " w e a l t h " ) .
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Metro C o u n t i e s '  Costs S l i g h t l y  H i g h e r

T a b l e  7  s h o w s  t h a t  i n  1 9 8 4  ( b e f o r e  O p t i o n  # 3  t a k e s  e f f e c t ) ,  
m e t r o c o u n t i e s p a y  a b o u t  3  p e r c e n t  m o r e  t h a n  n o n - m e t r o  
counties proportionate to c l i e n t  p o p u l a t i o n .   By 1987 t h e i r
s h a r e  o f  c o s t s  i s  a b o u t  4  p e r c e n t  h i g h e r .   T h i s  i s  b e c a u s e
they are u s i n g  more of the h i g h e r - c o s t ,  non-waivered
services and probably e x p l a i n e d  by the fact that more la r g e  
c a r e  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  l o c a t e d  i n  m e t r o  a r e a s .   S u c h  a  
d i f f e r e n c e  s h o u l d  n o t  p r e s e n t  a  p r o b l e m  f o r  m e t r o  c o u n t i e s  
w i t h  a l a r g e  tax base b u t  c o u l d  cause d i f f i c u l t i e s  for a 
po or  m e tr o ar ea  (i .e .,  S t . L o u i s  C o u n t y ) .

Costs S l i g h t l y  Lower w i t h H i g h U t i l i z a t i o n  of I C F / M R ' s

I n  1 9 8 4  ( i . e . ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o )  t h e  c o u n t i e s  
w i t h l o w u t i l i z a t i o n  of ICF/MR f a c i l i t i e s  pay a s l i g h t l y  
s m a l l e r  percentage (1% s m a l l e r )  of t o t a l  care costs than 
h i g h -  and m e d i u m - u t i l i z a t i o n  c o u n t i e s .   However, by 1987 
t h i s "advantage" is l o s t ,  and h i g h - u t i l i z a t i o n  c o u n t i e s  get 
t h i s  same cost " b r e a k " .   W h i l e  the difference is a s m a l l
o n e ,  i t  i s  a n  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  c o u n t i e s  w h o  a l r e a d y  h a v e  kept
ICF/MR u t i l i z a t i o n down w i l l have to pay more than t h o s e  w h o  
h a v e  n o t .   T h i s  i s  b e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  l e s s a b l e  t o  r e d u c e  
I C F / M R  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  w h i c h  i s  m o r e  c o s t l y  t h a n  waivered 
s e r v i c e s ,  than other c o u n t i e s  c a n .

Costs S l i g h t l y  Lower w i t h  H i g h U t i l i z a t i o n  of H o s p i t a l s

In 1984 low u t i l i z e r s  of state h o s p i t a l s  are expected to pay 
very s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than h i g h -  or m e d i u m - u t i l i z e r s  for total
care.  By 1987 under P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #3, h i g h - u t i l i z e r s  c o s t s  
are somewhat reduced w h i l e  m e d i u m - u t i l i z e r s  are s o m e w h a t
i n c r e a s e d  a n d  l o w  u t i l i z e r s  r e m a i n  r o u g h l y  t h e  same.
Therefore, w h i l e  O p t i o n  # 3 does not g r e a t l y  change t h e
p r e s e n t  p a t t e r n  o f  r e l a t i v e  c o s t  b u r d e n s ,  w h a t  b e n e f i t  does
accrue goes to h i g h - u t i l i z e r s .

H o w e v e r ,  a  g o a l  o f  t h e  p o l i c y o p t i o n s  i s  t o  r e d u c e  s t a t e  
h o s p i t a l u t i l i z a t i o n .   We heard from some respondents that 
l o w - u t i l i z i n g  counties have already made s u b s t a n t i a l  efforts 
to move c l i e n t s  o ut of state h o s p i t a l s  and they f e e l  t h a t  i t  
i s  u n f a i r  t o  " c h a n g e  t h e  r u l e s "  t o  r e w a r d  c o u n t i e s  w h o  h a v e  
n o t  a l r e a d y  d o n e  s o .   A n d  w h i l e  t h i s  o p t i o n  does not 
actually penalize c o u n t i e s who are already l o w - u t i l i z e r s ,  
they are c l e a r l y  not b e n e f i c i a r i e s .
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A g a i n ,  it s h o u l d  be e a s i e r  to reduce u t i l i z a t i o n  where it is 
h i g h  and in fact the DPW targets r e q u i r e  that t h i s  be done.  
Therefore, a l o w - u t i l i z i n g  county w h i c h  meets i t s  target is 
in a l e s s  advantageous cost p o s i t i o n  than a h i g h -
u t i l i z i n g  county w h i c h  meets i t s  target.

A g a i n ,  the differences in proportionate costs are s m a l l .  
N onetheless we suggest that they are i n e q u i t a b l e  to those
counties who have already made s t r i d e s  in the d e s i r e d
direction.

Costs Highest for Medium-Caseload C o u n t i e s

I n  T a b l e  1 0  w e  s e e  t h a t  u n d e r  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o s t - s h a r e  s y s t e m  
( 1 9 8 4 )  c o u n t i e s  b e a r  i d e n t i c a l  p r o p o r t i o n s  o f  c o s t  regardless 
of t h e i r  o v e r a l l  c a s e l o a d  r a t i o .   C o u n t i e s w i t h  the 
h i g h e s t c a s e l o a d  r a t i o s tend to be the poorest, those with 
low caseload r a t i o s  the w e a l t h i e s t .   T h u s ,  the present
syst em ma y be  s a i d  to  im po se a n e qu al " bur de n" r ega rd less  of  
weal th or  pov ert y.

By 1987 the poorest counties and r i c h e s t  counties both 
benefit very s l i g h t l y  (1 percent) r e l a t i v e  to counties of 
m e d i u m  w e a l t h .   ( T h i s  f i n d i n g  is probably e x p l a i n e d  in l a r g e
p a r t  b y  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  H e n n e p i n  C o u n t y  h a s  a  m e d i u m  caseload
r a t i o ,  that i t s costs increase greatly, and that it accounts
for about h a l f  of t h e  total c l i e n t s  in t h i s  sample).

If we can d i s c o u n t  the fact that w e a l t h i e r  c o u n t i e s  are l e s s  
burdened by the changes brought about under t h i s  p o l i c y  
option, it is probably f a i r  to say that at least poorer 
counties are not r e l a t i v e l y  worse off than they were before. 
Nonetheless, they are s t i l l  h e a v i l y  burdened by the 
increased costs that t h i s  option w i l l  i n c u r ,  and are 
probably without a s u f f i c i e n t  tax base to support i t .

Summary

As n ote d abov e, He nnep in Co unty  ac co unts  fo r abou t h a l f  of 
the c l i e n t s  in our sample. Because it is c l a s s i f i e d  as 
"medium" on both categories of u t i l i z a t i o n  and on wealth, w e  
w o u l d  e x p e c t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e  h a v e  s e e n  f o r  t h e  h i g h e s t
and lowest counties to be exacerbated were Hennepin not
i n c l u d e d  in t h i s  a n a l y s i s .

Differences in r e l a t i v e cost shares were not great for any 
breakdown, but we see that the h i g h - u t i l i z e r s  of both state 
h o s p i t a l s and ICF/MR's, the non-metro counties, and the 
poorest and wealthiest c o u n t i e s  benefit the most by the 
p o l i c y  change in comparison w i t h  a l l  other categories.
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W e  s u g g es t t h a t  a  f i s c a l  p o l i c y  s h o u l d n o t  r e w a r d  h i g h -
u t i l i z e r s  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y ,  a l t h o u g h  t h i s  is an 
i n e v i t a b l e  r e s u l t  of i t s  u t i l i z a t i o n  targets.  We a l s o  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  p o o r  a n d  n o n - m e t r o  c o u n t i e s ,  e v e n  w h e r e  t h e y  
a r e  n o t  " m o r e "  b u r d e n e d  t h a n  o t h e r  c o u n t i e s ,  w i l l  s t i l l  b e  
h a r d  p u t  t o  r a i s e  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  m o n e y  r e q u i r e d  t o  p a y  f o r  
s e r v i c e s  u n d e r  O p t i o n  # 3 .

The net r e s u l t  of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  suggests that a v a r i a b l e  
cost-share r a t i o  w h i c h  is a f i n a n c i a l  d i s i n c e n t i v e may not be 
an e q u i t a b l e  or affordable system for e n c o u r a g i n g  m o v e m e n t  
o f  M R  c l i e n t s  i n t o  i n - h o m e  a n d  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  s e r v i c e s .

I t  d o e s  n o t ,  h o w e v e r ,  c o n s i d e r  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  a  c o s t - s h a r e  
r a t i o  which w o u l d  offer p o s i t i v e  i n c e n t i v e s  for c l i e n t  
movement, w h i c h  we w i l l  d i s c u s s  in a l a t e r section of t h i s
r e p o r t .
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RELATIVE COSTS TO COUNTIES AND THE STATE BY OPTIONS

The three o p t i o n s  can be compared to reveal w h i c h  1s l i k e l y
to be most c o s t l y  to c o u n t i e s .  Table 11 shows the 
percentage increases in costs for each p o l i c y option between
1984 and 1987, broken down by state and county shares and 
compared w i t h  the total increase.

TABLE 11.
PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN MA-COVERED COSTS 1984-1987 

FOR STATE AND COUNTY, BY POLICY OPTION
1985

% Increase 
1986

% Increase 
1987

% Increase 

Total Costs
(All options) 

11% 6% 6%

Option #1:
County State 

62%
5%

4%
6%

3%
6*

Option #2:
County State 

60%
5%

4%
6%

4%
6%

Option #3:
County State 

45%
6%

3%
6%

2%
6%

Present Policy: 
County State 

11%
11%

6%
6%

6%
6%

From t h i s  t a b l e  we can make some comparisons:

1) Under a l l  three p o l i c y  options costs to counties 
increase s u b s t a n t i a l l y  over what they would be if the 
status quo were mai ntained. 

2) A l l  of t h i s  increase occurs d u r i n g  the f i r s t  year 
(1985) because of the great discrepancy between the cost 
formulas and the fact that few c l i e n t s  have by then been 
placed in waivered services. 
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3) Afte r t h a t ,  th e coun tie s'  cos ts do  not  in cr ease  as 
much as the s t a t e ' s  ( i n  proportion to total cost increases) 
between 1985 and 1987.  T h i s  r e l a t i v e l y  small advantage 
accrues to counties because they are m o v i n g  more c l i e n t s  
i n t o waivered s e r v i c e s .  

4) If P o l i c y  Option #3 were adopted, and if c o u n t i e s  
c o u l d  c o n t i n u e  to move c l i e n t s  i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s  at 
the rates t h e y  project between 1984 and 1987, it w o u l d take
12 to 15 years for them to offset the i n i t i a l  cost increase 
engendered by the p o l i c y  and b e g i n  to r e a l i z e  an actual
s a v i n g s .   The other options would take even longer. 

5) P o l i c y  O p t i o n  #3 is c l e a r l y  the most d e s i r a b l e  for 
c o u n t i e s  because i t s  i n i t i a l  cost burden is the lowest and 
the percentage i n c r e a s e  in c o s t s  for s e r v i c e s for each 
subsequent year is a l s o  lowest.  T h i s  option s t i l l  a l l o w s
the state to save s u b s t a n t i a l l y  over the cost increases 
w h i c h  w o u l d  be expected w i t h o u t  MA-coverage for waivered 
services.

6) Table 11 suggests that it is i n d e e d  p o s s i b l e  to 
reduce normal cost i n c r e a s e s  for MR services by movement of 
c l i e n t s  i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s ,  even if new c l i e n t s come
i n t o the system. 

7) Were any of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  a p o s i t i v e
i n c e n t i v e  w h i c h  would a l l o w  c o u n t i e s  to r e a l i z e actual 
d o l l a r  s a v i n g s  in the f i r s t few years, the d e c l i n e  in 
p r o p o r t i o n a t e  c o s t  i n c r e a s e s  b e t w e e n  1 9 8 5  a n d  1 9 8 7  w o u l d  
p r o b a b l y  m a k e  s u c h  a n  o p t i o n  m o r e  d e s i r a b l e  t o  c o u n t i e s  
t h a n  t h e  s t a t u s  q u o .  

A D D I T I O N A L  C O S T  F A C T O R S

We asked the study respondents to c o n s i d e r  the economic 
impact of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  on s a m p l e  c o u n t i e s  and the state
as a w h o l e .   T h e i r  comments f e l l  i n t o  three c a t e g o r i e s :   
s t a t e w i d e  e f f e c t s ,  r e g i o n a l  e f f e c t s ,  a n d  effects on 
i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n t i e s ,  and are summarized below.

C o m m e n t s  A b o u t  S t a t e w i d e  I m p a c t

1)  A s s u m i n g  that costs for waivered s e r v i c e s  are in 
fact cheaper than for present s e r v i c e s ,  the state as a whole
w i l l  r e a l i z e  a cost s a v i n g s  as these services are developed 
and u t i l i z e d .   (However, we a l s o  heard that some people
t h i n k that waivered s e r v i c e s  w i l l  cost more than 
anticipated.)



PAGE 40

2) T h i s  s t u d y  d o e s  n o t  c o n s i d e r  s e r v i c e s  f u n d e d  u n d e r 
o t h e r  p r o g r a m s  ( s u c h  a s  C S S A  a n d  D A C ' s )  h o w  t h e y  w i l l  b e  
affected by waivered s e r v i c e s ,  but o n l y  how MA costs w i l l  
b e  a f f e c t e d ,  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  i m p a c t  o f  c h a n g i n g  
the system as a whole r e m a i n s  an unknown. 

3) New c l i e n t s  w i l l  become e l i g i b l e  for HA a s s i s t a n c e  
through the waivered s e r v i c e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  both 
h i g h - f u n c t i o n i n g  a d u l t s  and c h i l d r e n  who can receive 
in-home support s e r v i c e s  early in t h e i r  l i v e s .   W h i l e  t h i s  
w i l l  increase costs of services i n i t i a l l y ,  in the l o n g  run 
it s h o u l d  be advantageous to the s t a t e .   Reasons i n c l u d e :  
avoidance of the costs w h i c h m i g h t  be incurred for these 
c l i e n t s  at some stage in t h e i r  l i v e s  by placement in large, 
higher-cost f a c i l i t i e s ;  and the l i k e l i h o o d  that t h e y  w i l l  
f u n c t i o n  m o r e  p r o d u c t i v e l y ,  d e c r e a s i n g  c o s t s  f o r  s u p p o r t  
services l a t e r  and i n c r e a s i n g  t h e i r  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  as 
w o r k e r s  a n d  t a x p a y e r s .  

4) Money for services w i l l  be more w i d e l y  d i s p e r s e d  
through ou t the s ta te as w ai vered s e r v i c e  pr oviders
g r a d u a l l y  replace large p r o v i d e r s .

C o m m e n t s  A b o u t  R e g i o n a l  I m p a c t

1) State h o s p i t a l communit i e s  will be adversely 
affected.  Jobs w i l l  be l o s t  and the l o c a l  economy wi11 
s u f f e r  h a r d s h i p .  

2) New employment o p p o r t u n i t i e s  w i l l  open for 
waivered s e r v i c e  providers.

3) Sparsely populated areas w i l l  f i n d  it more 
d i f f i c u l t  to develop waivered services and find p r o v i d e r s .  
C l i e n t s  may be sent to the Twin C i t i e s metro area to obtain 
s e r v i c e s ,  as it w i l l  be e a s i e r  to develop them here. 
However, the costs of d e v e l o p i n g  s e r v i c e s  in the metro area 
w i l l  probably a l s o  be h i g h e r .  

C o m m e n t s  A b o u t  C o u n t y  I m p a c t

1) T h e  i n c r e a s e d  c o s t s  f o r  M A  s e r v i c e s  w o u l d  b e  a  
severe h a r d s h i p  for most sample c o u n t i e s .  

2) Some s a i d  they w o u l d  have no choice but to meet 
t h e  n e w  c o s t s ,  b u t  t h a t  b e c a u s e  t h e i r  B o a r d s  w o u l d  p r o b a b l y 
n o t  a p p r o v e  a n  i n c r e a s e d  b u d g e t  o r  r a i s e  t h e  t a x  l e v y ,  t h e y  
w o u l d  h a v e  t o  c u t  o t h e r  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  p r o g r a m s ,  w h i c h 
would probably generate d i f f i c u l t  p o l i t i c a l  struggles. 
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3) T h e  o p t i o n s  i n  w h i c h  1 0 0 %  o f  c o s t s  f o r  w a i v e r e d  
s e r v i c e s  w o u l d  b e  p a i d  b y  t h e  s t a t e  w o u l d  b e  m o s t  
a t t r a c t i v e  t o  c o u n t y  B o a r d s .  H o w e v e r ,  s e v e r a l  r e s p o n d e n t s  
a l s o  c o m m e n t e d  t h a t  t h i s  w o u l d  b e  a  b a d  i d e a  b e c a u s e  t h e n  
t h e  c o u n t y  w o u l d  n o t  h a v e  a  s h a r e  i n  t h e  r i s k  f o r  t h e  
w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e  c l i e n t s .   S i n c e  t h e y  a r e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  
c a s e  m a n a g e m e n t  d e c i s i o n s , t h i s  w a s  n o t  v i e w e d  a s  a  
d e s i r a b l e  sit u a t i o n . 

4) The o p t i o n s  do not r e f l e c t  the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
c o s t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  d e v e l o p i n g  n e w  s e r v i c e s .  M o s t  
c o u n t i e s  i n d i c a t e d  that they w o u l d  need a d d i t i o n a l  staff, 
w h i c h  they c o u l d  afford o n l y  w i t h  d i f f i c u l t y .  

5) C o u n t i e s  expect that new h i d d e n  costs w i l l  6e 
associated w i t h  d e v e l o p i n g  new s e r v i c e s :   some c l i e n t s w i l l
f a i l  and need s t a b i l i z a t i o n ,  overhead costs w i l l  increase, 
n e w c l i e n t  n e e d s w i l l  e m er g e ,  a n d i n i t i a l  co s t  p r o je ct i o n s  
a r e  p r o b a b l y  t o o  l o w  a n y w a y .  

6) The p e n a l t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  not moving c l i e n t s  
fast enough may a l s o  i n c u r a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t s ;  in effect,
m a k i n g  the t i m e  needed to d e v e l o p new s e r v i c e s  more c o s t l y .

7) M o v i n g  c l i e n t s  w h o  a r e  m u l t i p l y  h a n d i c a p p e d  o r  
h a v e  s e v e r e  b e h a v i o r  p r o b l e m s  o u t  o f  s t a t e  h o s p i t a l s  m a y  
require development of new C l a s s  B f a c i l i t i e s  to h a n d l e
t h e i r  needs a p p r o p r i a t e l y ,  w h i c h  w o u l d incur large c o s t s .
H o w e v e r , th e r e  i s  n o f i n a n c i a l a d v a n ta g e  t o  d e v e l o p i n g  s u c h  

f a c i l i t i e s  u n d e r  t h e  o p t i o n s  n o r  a n y  r e w a r d  f o r  s u c h  
m o v e m e n t  o f  c l i e n t s .   I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  m a y  b e  a  f u r t h e r  p e n a l t y  
i f  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  I C F / M R  c l i e n t s  p l a c e d  i n  C l a s s  B  
f a c i l i t i e s  b r i n g s  t h e  c o u n t y  o v e r  t h e  I C F / M R  t a r g e t .

8) Poor rural c o u n t i e s  w i l l  be u n a b l e  to f i n d  trained 
p r o v i d e r s  l o c a l l y ,  and w i l l have great d i f f i c u l t y  
a t t r a c t i n g  n e w ,  f or - p r o f i t s e r v i c e p r o v i d e r s.  

9) C o u n t i e s  m a y  a l s o f a c e  p r e s s u r e  t o  p r o v i d e  t h e  n e w  
w a i v e r e d  services to non-MA-eligib l e  c l i e n t s .  

S u m m a r y

A l t h o u g h  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  w h o l e  m a y  i n  t i m e  r e a l i z e  s a v i n g s  
t h r o u g h  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  l e s s  e x p e n s i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  t h e  
p o l i c y o p t i o n s  w o u l d  i m p o s e  i m m e d i a t e  a n d  s e v e r e  f i n a n c i a l  
h a r d s h i p s  on most c o u n t i e s  and on state h o s p i t a l  c o m m u n i t i e s .   
H o w e v e r ,  r e d u c t i o n  i n  s t a t e  h o s p i t a l  p o p u l a t i o n s  may be 
l e s s  of a h a r d s h i p  because it is s i m p l y  an extension of a 
p r e v i o u s l y e s t a b l i s h e d  p o l i c y  d i r e c t i o n .
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PROGRAMMATIC, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND CONSTITUENT IMPACT

In t h i s  s e c t i o n  we w i l l summarize the comments made by our 
respondents about each of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  and about the 
d e s i r a b i l i t y  of a v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o  in g e n e r a l ,  with 
respect to:

* encouragement of waivered s e r v i c e s  

* q u a l i t y  of care 

* necessary administrative changes 

* a c c e p t a b i l i t y  to affected c o n s t i t u e n t s  

* other assessments 

KEY F I N D I N G S :   ENCOURAGEMENT OF WAIVERED SERVICES

We asked each of our respondents whether the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s
w o u l d  in fact encourage development of waivered s e r v i c e s ,  
and w h i c h  o p t i o n  w o u l d  be most effective in d o i n g  so. Their
comments are summarized b e l o w .

1) Most respondents chose Option #3 as the one w h i c h  
would most l i k e l y  encourage development of waivered 
s e r v i c e s .  County respondents prefer t h i s  option because it 
is c l e a r l y  the cheapest.  Many constituents pointed out 
that t h i s  o p t i o n  is an in c e n t i v e  because it covers a l l  the 
costs of the waivered s e r v i c e s .   But many other 
constituents expressed reservations about t h i s  o p t i o n  
(described later). 

2) In d i s c u s s i o n s  about each of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s ,  
respondents tended not to perceive them as very different 
from each other. The few differences that were c i t e d  as 
important were:  whether the state pays 95% or 100% for 
waivered s e r v i c e s ,  whether s m a l l  and l a r g e  ICF/MR's have 
different cost-share rates, and what the share of state 
h o s p i t a l  costs w o u l d  be.  However, o p i n i o n s  were strongly 
d i v i d e d about the advantages and disadvantages of these 
differences. 
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3) C o n s t i t u e n t s  w e r e  m o r e  l i k e l y t h a n  c o u n t i e s  t o  
b e l i e v e  that any of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  w o u l d  encourage 
waivered s e r v i c e s ,  t y p i c a l ly s a y i n g  that they probably 
w o u l d .   H o w e v e r ,  t h e y  d i d  n o t  l e a r n  f r o m  t h e i r  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the study (as the counties d i d )  that a l l  
of the o p t i o n s  would s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n c r e a s e  county c o s t s . 

4) C o u n t i e s  were about e q u a l l y  d i v i d e d  as to whether 
any o p t i o n  would encourage waivered s e r v i c e s .   In general, 
t h o s e  w h o  t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e y  w o u l d  s a w  t h e  p e n a l t y  f o r  n o t  
d o i n g  so as the m o t i v a t i n g  factor.  Those who thought they 
would n ot  saw th e burden of  increa se d costs  ( e s p e c i a l l y  the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  of s e t t i n g  up the new s e r v i c e s )  bei n g  
s o  g r e a t  a s  t o  o f f s e t  a n y  o t h e r  f a c t o r .  

5) Many respondents q u a l i f i e d  t h e i r  answers by saying 
that a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  or d i s i n c e n t i v e  m i g h t  be effective,
b u t  t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  s y s t e m  w o u l d  a l s o  b e  e f f e c t i v e .   T h e y  
a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  v a r i a b l e s  other than the cost share as of 
equal importance in m o t i v a t i n g  c l i e n t  movement, s u c h  as: 
a s s i s t a n c e  i n  d e v e l o p i n g  t h e  n e w  s e r v i c e s ,  t h e  n e e d s  o f  
present c l i e n t s ,  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  p r o v i d e r s ,  a c t i v i t i e s  
o f  a d v o c a c y  g r o u p s ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  b i a s e s , e m o t i o n a l  b i a s e s 
of the general p o p u l a t i o n ,  and the range of o p t i o n s  
avail a b l e .

6) M o s t  r e s p o n d e n t s  w e r e  c a r e f u l  i n  t h e i r  a n s w e r s  t o  
t h i s q u e s t i o n  to separate the q u e s t i o n  of f i s c a l i n c e n t i v e s  
from the question of q u a l i t y  of care.  W h i l e  they indicated 
that cost factors might i n d u c e  counties to s h i f t  services, 
they st re ssed th at  there is  no c o n n e c t i o n  between  c ost and 
q u a l i t y  of care.

S u m m a r y

P o l i c y  Option #3 is seen as most l i k e l y  to encourage 
development of waivered s e r v i c e s  because of i t s r e l a t i v e l y  
l o w e r  c o s t  a n d  t h e  1 0 0 %  s t a t e  p a y m e n t  f o r  t h o s e  s e r v i c e s .  
However, there was no great e n t h u s i a s m  for t h i s  or for any 
of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  toward that end.

The consensus seems to be that a v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o , 
m i g h t  e n c o u r a g e  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s ,  b u t  t h a t  o t h e r  n e g a t i v e  
consequences ( d i s c u s s e d  in the f o l l o w i n g  sections) w o u l d  
r e s u l t  from such a p o l i c y  and that a t t e n t i o n  to non-cost 
factors m i g h t  be more effective.
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K E Y  F I N D I N G S :   Q U A L I T Y  O F  C A R E

W e  a s k e d  a l l  r e s p o n d e n t s  h o w  e a c h  o f  t h e  p o l i c y  o p t i o n s
w o u l d  affect overall q u a l i t y  of c a r e .   There were v i r t u a l l y  
no d if fer e nces  i n t h e an sw ers  for i n d i v i d u a l  p o l i c y  
o p t i o n s .   The responses summarized b e l o w  a p p l y  e q u a l l y  to 
a l l  of the o p t i o n s .

1) T h e  f a c t o r s  w h i c h  d e t e r m i n e  q u a l i t y  o f  c a r e  a r e  
complex.  " N o r m a l i z a t i o n "  of l i v i n g  environment, w h i c h  
might r e s u l t  more r a p i d l y  if one of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s were 
adopted, is o n l y one d i m e n s i o n ,  

2) Other equally important d i m e n s i o n s  i n c l u d e :
m o n i t o r i n g  systems, a c c r e d i t a t i o n ,  l i c e n s i n g ,  s t a n d a r d s ,  
performance contracts, c l i e n t - a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of s e r v i c e s ,  
c l i e n t  o utco me  me a sure s,  c l i e n t / p a r e n t  p ref eren ce s, 
and a v a i l a b i l i t y  of c h o i c e s .

3) I f  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s a n d  m o v e m e n t  
of c l i e n t s  occurs too f a s t  w i t h o u t  a l l owing t i m e  for 
a p p r o p r i a t e  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  m e c h a n i s m s ,  t h e  e f f e c t s  o n  
c l i e n t s  c o u l d  be h a r m f u l .   " F l y - b y - n i g h t "  providers m i g h t
come i n ,  or c l i e n t s  m i g h t  be moved i n t o  a s i t u a t i o n  where 
they w o u l d  f a i l .  A l s o ,  the n e c e s s i t y  to e s t a b l i s h  
m o n i t o r i n g  s e r v i c e s  w o u l d  d i c t a t e  heavy c o s t s .   C o u n t i e s  
w i l l  need considerable t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  f i n a n c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  and e d u c a t i o n  in s e t t i n g  up a workable system of 
a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e s .

4) Q u a l i t y  o f  c a r e  i s  b e s t  a s s u r e d  i n  a  s y s t e m  w h e r e  
m a n y  c h o i c e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e ,  d e p e n d i n g  o n  c l i e n t  n e e d s .  T o  
t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e  o p t i o n s  r e d u c e  c h o i c e s  t h e y  w i l l  
d i s c o u r a g e  q u a l i t y .   For example, many respondents s a i d  
that good f a c i l i t i e s  for the m u l t i p l y  handicapped are 
a l r e a d y  s c a r c e ,  a n d  t h a t  a  p o l i c y  w h i c h  r e d u c e s  I C F / M R  
u t i l i z a t i o n  without t a k i n g  i n t o  account the s p e c i a l  needs
o f  t h i s  g r o u p  ( w h i c h  a r e  b e s t  s e r v e d  t h e r e )  w i l l  b e  
detrimental to t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s .  

5) Many  c o u n t i e s  s a i d  th at  th e y w o u l d  not us e a  cost 
b a s i s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  l e v e l  o f  s e r v i c e  f o r  a  
c l i e n t . 

6 )   T h e  s t a n d a r d s  a n d  p e r  d i e m  r a t e s  f o r  v a r i o u s  
s e r v i c e  l e v e l s  w h i c h  w o u l d  b e  s e t  b y  t h e  s t a t e  w o u l d  b e  m o r e  
i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r s  1 n  a s s u r i n g  q u a l i t y  o f  c a r e  t h a n  a  
v a r i a b l e  s t a t e - c o u n t y  c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o .

7 )  S o m e  o f  t h e  s m a l l e r  c o u n t i e s  s e e m  t o  b e  e s p e c i a l l y  
u n i n f o r m e d  a b o u t  t h e  v a l u e  a n d  a d v a n t a g e s  o f  m o v i n g  c l i e n t s  
i n t o  s m a l l e r ,  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  s e t t i n g s  a n d  a b o u t  t h e  n e w  
serv ic es w h i c h  w i l l  be com e  MA- e l i g i b l e  und er t he  wa i ver
r e q u e s t .   S o m e  r e s p o n d e n t s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  a  2 - d a y  s e m i n a r



P A G E  4 5

for a l l  c o u n t i e s  e x p l a i n i n g the w a i v e r e d  services program in 
d e t a i l  w o u l d  be more effective than a f i s c a l  p o l i c y  in 
h e l p i n g  c o u n t i e s  to r e a l i z e the advantages to c l i e n t s  of the 
waivered s e r v i c e s  o p t i o n s .

S u m m a r y

The great m a j o r i t y  of respondents b e l i e v e  that q u a l i t y  of 
care w i l l  not be assured, and may be j e o p a r d i z e d ,  through a 
p o l i c y  w h i c h  s e e k s  r a p i d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  new 
s e r v i c e s  w i t h o u t  p r o v i d i n g  guarantees of c l i e n t -
appropriateness and m o n i t o r i n g systems.  W h i l e  t h i s  never was 
D P W ' s  i n t e n t i o n  in c o n s i d e r i n g  a f i s c a l  p o l i c y , r e s p o n d e n t s  
s e e m  t o  n e e d  m o r e  a s s u r a n c e s  o n  t h i s  p o i n t .

Ma ny  r e sp on de nt s  a l s o  see  a  n ee d f or  a n e d u c a t i o n  p r og ra m 
a b o u t  t h e  u s e s  a n d  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e  
p r o g r a m s .

C o u n t y  c a s e  w o r k e r s  d o  n o t  w i s h  t o  m a k e  c o s t  a  f a c t o r  i n  
d e t e r m i n i n g  l e v e l s  of services for t h e i r c l i e n t s ,  and they 
see cost as u n r e l a t e d  to q u a l i t y  of care.

KEY F I N D I N G S :   NECESSARY A D M I N I S T R A T I V E  CHANGES

1)  Some of the a d m i n i strative changes which c o u n t i e s
s e e  a s  r e q u i r e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  d e v e l o p  a n d  a d m i n i s t e r  w a i v e r e d  
s e r v i c e s q u i c k l y  enough to a v o i d  f i n a n c i a l  p e n a l t i e s  under 
t h e  o p t i o n s  a r e :

* H i r i n g  and t r a i n i n g  new staff 

* D e v e l o p i n g  procedures for case management and 
p a y m e n t

* Se cu ri n g b i d s ,  s c re en in g  a nd  f i n d i n g  n ew  pr ov id er s 

* S e t t i n g  up support s e r v i c e s  and r e s p i t e  care 

both of w h i c h  w i l l  be needed w i t h  waivered s e r v i c e s

* S e t t i n g  u p  c o n t r a c t s  f o r  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  

* L i c e n s i n g  new p r o v i d e r s

* S e t t i n g  up a m o n i t o r i n g  system to safeguard 
again s t  abuse. 
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2)  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  problems foreseen i n c l u d e :

* R e - d e f i n i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  present providers 

* Levy r a i s e s  to a l l o w  h i r i n g  new s t a f f  and cover 
i n c r e a s e d  county shares of costs 

* F i n d i n g  C l a s s  B f a c i l i t i e s  for the m u l t i p l y  
h a n d i c a p p e d 

* F i n d i n g  foster homes s u i t a b l e  for c h i l d r e n  
and d i s a b l e d  a d u l t s  ( a l r e a d y  a problem)

* Community acceptance of state h o s p i t a l  c l i e n t s  

* Community acceptance of waivered s e r v i c e s  

* Need to return some state h o s p i t a l  c l i e n t s  for 
temporary stays ( h o w  w o u l d  t h i s  affect the 
u t i l iz a t i o n targets?)

* " I t ' s  a monopoly system.  You c a n ' t  put out an 
RFP on s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r s . "  

* A p p e a l s  and legal c h a l l e n g e s  from people who d o n ' t  
w a n t  t o  m o v e  

* Appeals from new c l i e n t s  u n a b l e  to get 
waivered services (many now on w a i t i n g  l i s t s ,  
many more w i l l  want services when a v a i l a b l e )  

* P r e s s u r e  f r o m  p a r e n t s  a n d  a d v o c a t e s  a b o u t  
a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e m e n t  a n d  s a f e t y  

* R e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  providers in other counties 
where c l i e n t s  are placed

* W a i t i n g  l i s t s  for state h o s p i t a l s  and I C F / M R ' s  
w i l l  grow as targets l i m i t  placements 

* Taxpayer and Board pressure to move c l i e n t s  
q u i c k l y  to avoid increased costs. 

S u m m a r y

In general, counties b e l i e v e  that at least one a d d i t i o n a l  
s t a f f  p e r s o n  w i l l  b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  p u t  t h e  n e w  s e r v i c e s  i n  
p l a c e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  under the time pressure associated w i t h  the
p o l i c y  o p t i o n s .   They a l s o foresee administrative headaches 
associated w i t h  f i n d i n g and monitoring new p r o v i d e r s  a n d  
w i t h r e a c t i o n s  f r o m  p r e s e n t  p r o v i d e r s ,  c l i e n t s  and t h e i r
f a m i l i e s ,  taxpayers and community residents and t h e i r  county 
B o a r d s .



P A G E  4 7

K E Y  F I N D I N G S :   A C C E P T A B I L I T Y  T O  A F F E C T E D  C O N S T I T U E N T S

W e  a s k e d  e a c h  o f  o u r  r e s p o n d e n t s  w h i c h  o f  t h e  t h r e e o p t i o n s  
w o u l d  b e  m o s t  a c c e p t a b l e  t o  c o n s t i t u e n t  g r o u p s ,  a n d  w h a t  
contr ove rs ies t hes e o p t i o n s  were  l i k e l y  to gener ate . 
Responses f e l l  i n t o  two b a s i c c a t e g o r i e s :   1)  r e l a t i v e
a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of i n d i v i d u a l  o p t i o n s ,  and 2) c o n s t i t u e n t  
a c c e p t a n c e  o f  a n y  o f  t h e  t h r e e  o p t i o n s .

R e l a t i v e A c c e p t a b i l i t y  of t h e Three O p t i o n s

1) O p t i o n #1, which v a r i e s  the cost-share r a t i o  for 
large and s m a l l  group homes, was w i d e l y c r i t i c i z e d  for 
d o i n g  so.  We heard that it w o u l d p o l a r i z e  ICF/MR providers 
and thereby l e s s e n c o o p e r a t i o n ,  t h a t  it w o u l d  penalize 
e x i s t i n g  l a r g e  f a c i l i t i e s  d e s i g n e d  to serve the m u l t i p l y
h a n d i c a p p e d and d i s c o u r a g e development of new ones, and 
that it w o u l d  be hard to s e l l .

2) T h e  o p t i o n s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  s t a t e  p a y s  1 0 0  p e r c e n t  
for waivered s e r v i c e s  met w i t h  a mixed and s t r o n g l y  charged
r e a c t i o n .   W h i l e  count ies  thoug ht it  woul d m ak e the  pl an  
e a s i e r  to s e l l  to t h e i r  B o a r d s ,  a n d  some advocates l i k e  the 
i d e a ,  others i n s i s t e d  that the county s h o u l d  have some 
stake in the cost for a l l  s e r v i c e s  as a safeguard a g a i n s t  
a b u s e .  W e  c o n c u r ,  a n d  a d d  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  s m a l l  c o s t  
a d v a n t a g e  i s  o u t w e i g h e d  b y  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o u n t y  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and c o n t r o l .  

3) O p t i o n s  # 1  a n d  # 3  w e r e  c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  the c o s t - s h a r e  r a t i o  of s t a t e  h o s p i t a l s  and 
group homes. W h i l e  some d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  m i g h t  be acceptable, 
state h o s p i t a l  p r o v i d e r s w o u l d  c l e a r l y  oppose a w i d e  g a p .

4) S o m e  r e s p o n d e n t s  l i k e d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  O p t i o n  # 2  
d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  t h e  l e a s t  among the s e r v i c e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  
b e c a u s e  t h e y  s e e  i t  o f f e r i n g  t h e  m o s t  c h o i c e  f o r  
a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e m e n t .   B u t many p e o p l e ,  county respondents 
in p a r t i c u l a r ,  oppose t h i s  o p t i o n  because it a l s o  imposes
h e a v y  c o s t s  f o r  a l l  n o n - w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s .  

5) I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  v a r i a n c e  i n  
c o s t - s h a r e s  a m o n g  s e r v i c e s ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  c o n t r o v e r s y  t h e  
o p t i o n  w o u l d  g e n e r a t e .   O p t i o n  # 3  ( m o s t a c c e p t a b l e  t o  
c o u n t i e s  b e c a u s e  o f  o v e r a l l  c o s t s )  a s  w e l l  a s  O p t i o n  # 1  
w o u l d  b e  h a r d  t o  s e l l  t o  o t h e r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  b e c a u s e  o f  t h i s
discrepancy.
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C o n s t i t u e n t  A c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  O p t i o n s

T h e  c l e a r e s t  m e s s a g e s  w e  h e a r d  a r e  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e  o p t i o n s  
w i l l  be acceptable to a l l  c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  and that a l l  of the 
options are e q u a l l y  c o n t r o v e r s i a l .   As presently construed, 
a v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o  w i l l  probably generate heated 
controversy, e s p e c i a l l y  from present s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r s .

Based on our i n p u t ,  l i k e l y  objections from v a r i o u s
c o n s t i t u e n t s  to any of the three options are l i s t e d  b e l o w .

1) From State h o s p i t a l s :

* R e d u c t i o n  of state h o s p i t a l  p o p u l a t i o n s  is an 
" o l d  i s s u e " but a l s o  h o s p i t a l s  w i l l  apply the greatest 
pressure a g a i n s t  the o p t i o n s .

* C o u n t i e s  w i l l  be penalized for u s i n g  state 
h o s p i t a l s  even though u t i l i z a t i o n  targets are met. 

* R e d u c i n g  state h o s p i t a l  p o p u l a t i o n s w i l l  be a 
threat to h o s p i t a l  communit i e s ,  both because of l o s t  jobs
and fear of an i n f l u x  of s e v e r e l y  retarded p a t i e n t s .  

* A l l  p r o v i d e r s  s h o u l d  be in a competitive 
p o s i t i o n  and the options skew the advantage greatly a g a i n s t  
state hospit a l s . 

2) From State h o s p i t a l  employees:

* AFSCME is not l i k e l y  to support any of these 
three o p t i o n s . 

* Employees f e e l i n g  job i n s e c u r i t y  may not want 
to coop er ate in th e proce ss  of pre pa ring c l i e n t s  for  
m o v e m e n t .  

3) F r o m  I C F / M R  p r o v i d e r s :

* Providers are l i k e l y  to object to " c h a n g i n g  the
r u l e s "  from a p o l i c y  of growth to one of reduction, saying 
" I  h a v e  i n v e s t e d  a  l o t ,  a n d  t h i s  i s  h o w  t h e  s t a t e  t r e a t s 
me?" 

* I f  c o u n t i e s  m u s t  p a y  a  g r e a t e r  s h a r e ,  a n  
exception s h o u l d  be made for C l a s s  B f a c i l i t i e s for the 
m u l t i p l y  handicapped 
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* Per d i e m  rates for ICF/MR f a c i l i t i e s  need to be 
c h a n g e d  s o  t h a t  l a r g e r  g r o u p  h o m e s  c a n  m o d i f y  t h e m s e l v e s  t o  
become s m a l l  group homes w i t h o u t  l o s s  of income.

4) F r o m  A d v o c a c y  g r o u p s :

* F i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  not determine
p l a c e m e n t s .

* P e o p l e  s h o u l d  not be moved out of I C F / M R ' s  
before w a i v e r e d  services are adequately d e v e l o p e d .

5) From C l i e n t  famil i e s :

* Parents w i l l  be concerned t h a t  t h e i r c h i l d r e n  
w i l l  b e  f o r c e d  o u t  o f  " s e c u r e  p l a c e m e n t s "  i n  g r o u p  h o m e s .  

* Parents are p a r t i c u l a r l y  concerned w i t h  the 
i s s u e  of c h o i c e  and would oppose o p t i o n s  w h i c h  l i m i t  i t .  
A parent m i g h t  feel forced to keep a c h i l d  at home because 
an appropriate group home placement was not a v a i l a b l e .   For 
example , there a re  o n l y  ab out thr ee  s m a l l  g roup ho me s in the 
state now for c h i l d r e n  r e q u i r i n g  ongoing medical care.

* P a r e n t  e x p e c t a t i o n s  a b o u t  c a r e  n e e d  t o  c h a n g e .  
A l r e a d y  t h e  n e w  s e r v i c e s  h a v e  b e e n  " h a r d  t o  s e l l "  b e c a u s e  
of a " l a c k  of s e r v i c e  i d e n t i t y " .   F a m i l i e s  of mainstreamed 
c h i l d r e n  have been l e d  to expect that ICF/MR placeme nts
w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  after h i g h school graduation.

6) From County a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  and Boards

* Some p e o p l e  w i l l  charge that "DPW is a g a i n s t
c o u n t i e s " ,  that they are c u t t i n g  t h e i r  own costs to the 
detriment of c o u n t i e s .  

* The s h a r e  of costs for MR s e r v i c e s  w i l l  be 
greater  t han for  o ther se rv ices, a nd  w i l l  cu t i n t o  o ther
program s.  

* Boards are u n w i l l i n g  to i n c r e a s e  any s e r v i c e s .  

* The o p t i o n s  are u n f a i r  to c o u n t i e s  who have 
already moved c l i e n t s .   Many c o u n t i e s  feel they are already 
pla c i n g  appropria t e l y .
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* Sparsely populated c o u n t i e s w i l l  have the 
greatest d i f f i c u l t y d e v e l o p i n g new s e r v i c e s ,  and may need 
to move c l i e n t s  to more d e n s e l y  populated c o u n t i e s .  

* If the state d i c t a t e s "appropriate care" by 
d e t e r m i n i n g  cost, county f l e x i b i l i t y  is d i m i n i s h e d .  

* Communities may not be l i k e l y  to a ccept more 
mainstreaming of MR c l i e n t s .  

S u m m a r y

Objections to one or a l l  of the options is d i v e r s e  and 
wi d es p re a d.   M a ny  of  th e  c o nc e rn s  s t em  fr o m t he  p e r c e p t i o n  
that change is b e i n g  "forced" by i m p o s i n g  heavy cost 
p e n a l t i e s  and that placement c h o i c e s  are bei n g  l i m i t e d ,  even
where c o u n t i e s  are meeting p r e v i o u s l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  DPW
g o a l s .   The o p t i o n s  as they are presently construed are not 
l i k e l y  to g a i n  acceptance.

O T H E R  A S S E S S M E N T S

We asked a l l  respondents to g i v e  us a d d i t i o n a l  
recommendations or comments about the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  and the
v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o  in g e n e r a l .   These are summarized 
under t o p i c  h e a d i n g s  b e l o w .

Ne w  c l i e n t s  i n t he  wa i ve r ed  se r vi c es  sy s te m

There is some uncertainty about who w i l l  be e l i g i b l e  for 
the new waivered services and whether quotas w i l l  be set 
for new c l i e n t s .

A  n u m b e r  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  s e e  t h e  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e  s y s t e m  a s  
i d e a l  for addressing the needs of mainstreamed h i g h  school 
g r a d u a t e s  a n d  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a t  h o m e  o r  i n  f o s t e r - c a r e  homes.  
They b e l i e v e  that investment in p r o v i d i n g  services to these
groups c o u l d pay off by f a c i l i t a t i n g  the long-range 
" n o r m a l i z a t i o n "  of t h i s  p o p u l a t i o n  and thereby a v o i d i n g  
future i n s t i t u t i o n a l  costs and " c r i s i s "  p l a c e m e n t s .   H o w e v e r ,  
t h e y  w o n d e r  w h e t h e r  m a n y  o f  t h e s e  c h i l d r e n  w i l l  be denied 
s e r v i c e s  or placed on w a i t i n g  l i s t s  b e c a u s e  t h e  s y s t e m  w i l l  
n o t  b e  s e t  u p  t o  a c c o m m o d a t e  l a r g e  numbers of new c l i e n t s .
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A c c o r d i n g  t o  o n e  r e s p o n d e n t ,  a b o u t  t h r e e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  
Minneso ta  popula ti on is m e n t a l l y retarde d and abo ut  one 
percent (40,000 p e o p l e ) need p l a c e m e n t s .   The MA system 
serves the needs of about 8,000 MR c l i e n t s ,  and the f a m i l y
s u b s i d y  program is l i m i t e d  to 200 c l i e n t s .   Thus there are 
many more who m i g h t  p o t e n t i a l l y  be s e r v e d .

T r a n s i t i o n s  for MR c l i e n t s

In an MR c l i e n t ' s  l i f e  c y c l e ,  placement needs may vary and 
change.  The system s h o u l d  recognize that some w i l l  need 
temporary or t r a n s i t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s  in group homes or r e s p i t e  
c a r e ,  a n d  s u c h  m o v e m e n t  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  s e e n  a s  a  setback.

Appropr ia te care  m ay a l s o  not alw ay s mean th e l e a s t  
i n t e n s i v e  level of care in w h i c h  a c l i e n t  might be served. 
Moving is d i s r u p t i v e  and u p s e t t i n g  even for normal- I Q  
p e o p l e  and movement s h o u l d  be p l a n n e d  to m i n i m i z e  f a i l u r e .

As the system c h a n g e s ,  group home c l i e n t s  w i l l  be moved 
i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s  and state h o s p i t a l c l i e n t s  i n t o  group
homes.  T h i s  may require more i n t e n s i v e  staffing and 
s t r u c t u r a l  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  g r o u p  h o m e s  t o  a c c o m m o d a t e  t h e  
needs of the new k i n d s  of c l i e n t s .   A mechanism is needed 
whereby s u c h  changes can be f i n a n c e d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  to afford 
s m a l l e r  g r o u p  h o m e s  t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  c a r e  f o r  t h e  s e v e r e l y  
retarded .

In the p a s t ,  some c l i e n t s  who needed l e s s intensi ve
s e r v i c e s  were placed in I C F / M R ' s  or state h o s p i t a l s  because
of the l i m i t  on in-home c l i e n t s .   Now the o p p o s i t e  m a y  
b e c o m e  t r u e .

More c o n s i d e r a t i o n  to the unknowns

MA costs are o n l y  a s m a l l  p i e c e  in a c o m p l e x  "system 
p u z z l e " .   Other p i e c e s  are s t i l l  unknowns.  More study and 
p l a n n i n g  is needed to integrate DPW policy changes i n t o  the 
w h o l e  M R  c a r e  s y s t e m .

Some of the " m i s s i n g  p i e c e s "  we heard about are:

*  W h a t  w i l l  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  l o o k  
l i k e ?  What w i l l  it c o s t ?  Where w i l l  the money come from? 
W h o w i l l t r a i n  p r o v i d e r s  a n d  c a s e w o r k e r s ?  W h i c h  c l i e n t s  
w i l l  be served be st in e ac h categ or y? What  q u a l i t y  
a s s u r a n c e s  w i l l  t h e r e  b e ?  L o c a l  c o u n t y  d i r e c t o r s  h a v e  v e r y  
l i t t l e  idea.



P A G E  5 2

* H o w  w i l l D e v e l o p m e n t  A c h i e v e m e n t  C e n t e r s  ( D A C ' s )
a f f e c t  t h e  t o t a l  c o s t s  o f  t h e  n e w  s y s t e m ?

* What is the s t a t e ' s  long-range p l a n  for u s e  of 
state h o s p i t a l  f a c i l i t i e s ?  

* W i l l there be enough a v a i l a b l e  programs to 
i m p l e m e n t  t h e  n e w  s y s t e m ?  W h o  w i l l d e v e l o p  t h e m ?   H o w  w i l l
p r e s e n t  p r o v i d e r s  a n d  t h e i r  e m p l o y e e s  b e  b r o u g h t  i n t o  t h e
p r o c e s s ?  

* What guarantees do c o u n t i e s  have that DPW w i l l  not 
change i t s p o l i c i e s  a g a i n  after they h a v e  invested in 
d e v e l o p i n g  a new system? 

I s s u e - b a s e d  v s .  c o s t - b a s e d  p o l i c i e s

One respondent suggested that DPW c o n s i d e r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  one 
i s s u e  a t  a  t i m e  a n d  w o r k i n g  w i t h  i t  a c r o s s  t h e  s y s t e m ,  rather
than implementing a c o s t - i n c e n t i v e plan.

For example, 50 percent of state h o s p i t a l  a d m i s s i o n s  are for 
r e s p i t e  care (a stay of 90 days or less).  F i n d i n g
a l t e r n a t i v e  ways of p r o v i d i n g  r e s p i t e  care m i g h t  be an 
e f f e c t i v e  w a y  o f  c u t t i n g t h e  n u m b e r  o f  h o s p i t a l  b e d s .   A  
f e a s i b i l i t y  study m i g h t  be warranted for t h i s  idea.

Another i s s u e  m i g h t  be the 200 c h i l d r e n  now l i v i n g  in state 
h o s p i t a l s .   Th e state  an d count y c o u l d  w ork  out a  pa ck age of 
i n c e n t i v e s  for g e t t i n g these c h i l d r e n  i n t o  other s e t t i n g s .

S t i l l  another i s s u e  c o u l d  be the re-deployment and r e -
t r a i n i n g  of state h o s p i t a l  employees to develop and a d m i n i s t e r
w a i v e r e d s e r v i c e s .  A n  i n c e n t i v e  pa c k a g e  w h i c h  w o u l d  
a d d r e s s  t h e  n e e d s  o f  t h e s e  p e o p l e  w o u l d  a l s o  se r v e  t h e  s m o o t h  
f l o w  o f  w a i v e r e d s e r v i c e  d e v e l o p m e n t .

S u m m a r y

The cost-share r a t i o  p l a n s  do not d i r e c t l y  address many of 
the i s s u e s  w h i c h a r i s e  from a p o l i c y  of d e v e l o p i n g  a new
service d e l i v e r y  system.  How w i l l new c l i e n t s become 
e l i g i b l e  for s e r v i c e s ?  What mechanisms w i l l  be b u i l t  in for 
changes in i n d i v i d u a l  c l i e n t s '  service needs?  How w i l l  t h e  
w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  b e  d e v e l o p e d  a n d  i m p l e m e n t e d ?  W o u l d  a n  
i s s u e - f o c u s e d  a p p r o a c h  b e  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e  t h a n  a  c o s t  
i n c e n t i v e  in encouraging change?



P A G E  5 3

I N C E N T I V E S  AND D I S I N C E N T I V E S

THE THREE OPTIONS AS D I S I N C E N T I V E S

W e  h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  a l l  t h r e e  p r o p o s e d  p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  i n  t h i s  
study c o n s t i t u t e  " d i s i n c e n t i v e s "  r a t h e r  than " i n c e n t i v e s " ,  t o  
d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  u s e  o f  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s .   T h e  w a y s  i n  
w h i c h  the tested p o l i c y  options act as d i s i n c e n t i v e s  i n c l u d e :

* C o u n t i e s  d o  n o t  s h a r e  i n  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  s a v i n g s
w h i c h  res u l t  from t h e  u s e  of the l e s s  e x p e n s i v e  
a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e s  

* C o u n t i e s  are h e a v i l y  burdened, e s p e c i a l l y  in the 
f i r s t  f e w  y e a r s ,  b y  i n c r e a s e d  o v e r a l l  c o s t s  e v e n  
though they are r e d u c i n g  u t i l i z a t i o n  of l a r g e  
facilities

* M a n y  c o n s t i t u e n t s  w i l l  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
c o u n t i e s  may e i t h e r  cut s e r v i c e s  or u t i l i z e  new 
s e r v i c e s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e l y  s i m p l y  a s  a  m e a n s  o f  
a v o i d i n g  further penal t i e s  

* Most of the f i n a n c i a l  s a v i n g s  r e s u l t i n g  from 
the new s e r v i c e s  goes t o  t h e  s t a t e ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  
c o u n t i e s  are a s s u m i n g the burden of d e v e l o p i n g
t h e  n e w  s e r v i c e s  

* D i s i n c e n t i v e s  w i t h  w i d e  d i s p a r i t i e s  in c o s t - r a t i o  
s h a r e s  r e d u c e  f r e e d o m  o f  c h o i c e  f o r  c a s e w o r k e r s  
and c l i e n t s  

* Two of the p o l i c y  o p t i o n s w o u l d  p e n a l i z e  counties 
for moving state h o s p i t a l  c l i e n t s  to C l a s s  B 
facilities.

MOVING FROM D I S I N C E N T I V E S  TO I N C E N T I V E S

W e  h a v e  a l s o s e e n  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  i n d e e d  b e  o v e r a l l  c o s t  
s a v i n g s  as a res u l t  of the c o u n t i e s '  movement of c l i e n t s
i n t o  m o r e  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  s e t t i n g s .   W e  t h i n k  i t  i s  
r e a s o n a b l e  t o  a l l o w  t h e  c o u n t i e s  t o  s h a r e  e q u a l l y  a t  l e a s t  
i n  t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h e s e  r e d u c e d  c o s t s ,  w h i c h  t h e y  w o u l d  d o  
u n d e r  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o s t - s h a r e  p o l i c y .
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We a l s o  t h i n k  there are good reasons to make it even more 
"profitable" to counties when they succeed in the d i f f i c u l t  
task of d e v e l o p i n g  a new set of s e r v i c e s  and meeting state 
u t i l i z a t i o n targets. These reasons i n c l u d e :

* T h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  b u r d e n  f a c e d  b y  t h e  c o u n t i e s  
i n  p u t t i n g  a  n e w  s y s t e m  i n  p l a c e  a n d  c r e a t i n g  
safeguards for c l i e n t s  

* The lev er age tha t a "rewa rd " syste m would g i v e  
them in s e l l i n g  the new program in t h e i r  
communities 

* The p r i n c i p l e  of " p o s i t i v e  reinforcement" as a 
more effective strategy in a c h i e v i n g  b e h a v i o r a l  
change 

* The immensely greater l i k e l i h o o d  of c o n s t i t u e n t  
a c c e p t a n c e  i n  a  p r o g r a m  w h e r e  e v e r y o n e  w i n s  a n d 
no one l o s e s . 

What the I n c e n t i v e  S h o u l d  Do

We have t r i e d  to i m a g i n e  what a true f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  would 
look l i k e .   We were g u i d e d  by the f o l l o w i n g  p r i n c i p l e s :

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  encourage c o u n t i e s  to 
develop and u t i l i z e  waivered services w i t h o u t  
l o s i n g  cooperation from exis t i n g  providers 

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  a l l o w  s u f f i c i e n t  development
time for r e - t r a i n i n g  of present providers who may 
wish to  d evelop ne w servi ce s and f or  c o u n t i e s  to 
develop q u a l i t y  control safeguards 

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  reward counties for meeting 
the state's u t i l i z a t i o n targets 

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  make it p o s s i b l e  for continued 
movement of c l i e n t s  i n t o  waivered services to 
i n c r e a s e  s a v i n g s  to the county over t i m e

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  offer a p o s i t i v e  impetus to 
c o u n t i e s  t o  i n c u r u p f r o n t  d e v e l o p m e n t  c o s t s 
w i t h the e x p e c t a t i o n  that s a v i n g s w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  
later

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  a l l o w  the state to share 
in the cost s a v i n g s  of the new services
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Wha t the  Inc en tiv e  Sh ou ld N ot Do

* The in c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  not put pressure on 
caseworkers to p l a c e  c l i e n t s  s o l e l y  on cost factors 

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  m i n i m i z e  " p o l a r i z a t i o n "  of 
constituencies 

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  not penalize c o u n t i e s  for 
appropriate placements ( s u c h  as movement of 
m u l t i p l y  handicapped c l i e n t s  from state h o s p i t a l s  
to C l a s s  B I C F / M R ' s )  

* The i n c e n t i v e  s h o u l d  not increase the cost-share to 
counties for ANY s e r v i c e s  u n t i l  enough new, less 
exp en siv e  se rv ice s  ar e in p lac e so t hat  t hei r  co st s 
w i l l  not increase more than the s t a t e ' s  projections 
of reasonable c l i e n t  movement

WHAT WOULD AN INCENTIVE LOOK L I K E ?

After studying the c r i t e r i a  o u t l i n e d  above and the 
projections of c l i e n t movement done by the sample c o u n t i e s ,
we d e s i g n e d  a v a r i a b l e  cost-share r a t i o  p l a n  w h i c h  might 
s u c c e e d  i n  e n c o u r a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  
w i t h  m i n i m a l  objections from c o u n t i e s  and other stakeholders.

Under t h i s  p l a n ,  the present cost-share r a t i o  would be 
maintained in 1984.  In 1985 the r a t i o  would change for 
w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s ,  a n d  i n  1 9 8 6  t h e  r a t i o  w o u l d  c h a n g e  f o r  
state h o s p i t a l s .   T h i s  w o u l d  a l l o w  counties time to move 
c l i e n t s  from state h o s p i t a l  s e t t i n g s  without i n c u r r i n g  
increased costs.  The cost-share r a t i o  for I C F / M R ' s  w o u l d  
not change at a l l .
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Under t h i s  p l a n ,  the state and county would pay the 
f o l l o w i n g percentages of the non-federal share:

State County

A. In-home family support services
(beginning 1985) 

95% 5%

B. Other waivered services:
(beginning 1985) 

Developmental training homes (foster 
care)
Supervised living arrangements (SLA'S) 
Semi-independent living services (SILS) 

95%
95%
95%

5%
5%
5%

C. Small group home (15 or less) 90% 10%

D. Large group home (16 or more) 90% 10%

E. State hospital (beginning 1986) 88% 12%

We are not s u g g e s t i n g  a p e n a l t y  for counties who exceed 
t h e i r  u t i l i z a t i o n  targets.  Were such a penalty imposed at 
a l l ,  we believe it should apply only to state h o s p i t a l s .  
However, we b e l i e v e  that it s h o u l d  not be necessary to impose
a p e n a l t y  because of the p o s i t i v e  m o t i v a t i o n s  the p l a n  
offers to move c l i e n t s .

Table 12 shows the total cost projections and costs to the 
state and the sample c o u n t i e s  under t h i s  p l a n ,  u s i n g  the
c o u n t i e s '  projections for c l i e n t  placement.

How the P l a n  Meets I n c e n t i v e  C r i t e r i a

1) Counties are immediately encouraged to develop and 
u t i l i z e  waivered services by the 95-5% cost-share r a t i o .

2) Cooperation from present providers is not l o s t  
because no one " l o s e s " ,  at l e a s t  according to the 
sentiments expressed in reaction to the three options 
explored in t h i s  study: 

* ICF/MR cost-share rates do not change.
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* State h o s p i t a l s ,  who have known for some
time that t h e i r p o p u l a t i o n s  w i l l  be reduced, have 
t w o  y e a r s  b e f o r e  t h e  c o u n t y  p a y s  a  g r e a t e r  s h a r e ,  
time they can u s e  to r e - t r a i n  staff, create new 
j o b s ,  and p a r t i c i p a t e  in the development of the new
s e r v i c e s .

* Advocates, caseworkers and c l i e n t  f a m i l i e s  need not 
f e e l  t h a t  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e m e n t s  a r e  m a d e
so that c o u n t i e s  w i l l  a v o i d  p e n a l t i e s .

3) Counties have an a d d i t i o n a l  year of grace before 
t h e i r  share of payments for any s e r v i c e s  are i n c r e a s e d ,  
d u r i n g w h i c h  t i m e  they can d e v e l o p  new services w i t h
a d e q u a t e  s a f e g u a r d s ,  s e c u r e  c o o p e r a t i o n  f r o m  B o a r d s  a n d  
taxpayers based on the p o t e n t i a l  c o s t  s a v i n g s ,  and b e g i n
c l i e n t movement according to t h e i r  own projections of what 
they can r e a l i s t i c a l l y  a c h i e v e .  

4) The c o u n t i e s  w h i c h meet t h e i r state h o s p i t a l  
u t i l i z a t i o n  targets w i l l not h a v e  to pay a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  
share for state h o s p i t a l  c l i e n t s  in 1986 ( t h e  f i r s t year in 
w h i c h t h e i r  rate increases) because they w i l l  have moved 
s u f f i c i e n t  numbers of c l i e n t s  to other s e r v i c e s .  

5) T h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  c o s t  i n c r e a s e  ( a c c o u n t e d  f o r  b y  
i n f l a t i o n  and new c l i e n t s )  to c o u n t i e s  goes down from 9 
percent in 1986 to 4 percent in 1987 d e s p i t e  the h i g h e r  
cost-share for state h o s p i t a l  placements.  T h i s  is a n e t  
cost s a v i n g s ,  and it happens because of the movement of 
more c l i e n t s i n t o  waivered s e r v i c e s .   Moreover, we w o u l d
expect even greater s a v i n g s  in subsequent years. 

6) I f  n o  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  w e r e  d e v e l o p e d ,  a n d  i f  t h e  
present cost-share p o l i c y  were m a i n t a i n e d ,  we would expect 
costs for I C F / M R ' s  and state h o s p i t a l  services to increase 
by at l e a s t  12 to 15 percent per year, not i n c l u d i n g costs
for new c l i e n t s .   However, once the i n c e n t i v e  plan takes 
effect, even i n c l u d i n g the i n f l u x  of new c l i e n t s  n e i t h e r
the state nor the c o u n t i e s  i n c u r  more than a 9 percent 
increase in any year, and the rate i n c r e a s e  s h o u l d c o n t i n u e  
to d e c l i n e .   Thus the p l a n  w o u l d  meet federal requirements 
t h a t  t h e  w a i v e r e d  s e r v i c e s  c o s t  l e s s  t h a n  t h e  p r e s e n t  
system.

7) The s m a l l net " s a v i n g s "  even in the f i r s t  two 
years combined with the p o t e n t i a l l y  greater savings in the 
future s h o u l d  encourage counties to in v e s t  time and even 
some f u n d i n g  in the development of waivered services, 
e s p e c i a l l y  if the state or federal government makes 
d e v e l o p m e n t  m o n e y  a v a i l a b l e .  
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8) T h e  s t a t e  s h a r e s  i n  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  o f  c o s t  
increases w h i c h  r e s u l t from c l i e n t  movement.  I t s  c o s t  
i n c r e a s e  b e t w e e n  1 9 8 5  a n d  1 9 8 7  r e m a i n s  c o n s t a n t  a t  6  
p e r c e n t ,  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  a n  i n c r e a s e  o f  1 1  p e r c e n t  i n  1 9 8 4 .  

9) Because the i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  is based on 
c a s e w o r k e r s '  o w n  p r o j e c t i o n s  o f  a p p r o p r i a t e  m o v e m e n t  o f  
c l i e n t s i n t o waivered s e r v i c e s ,  the c o u n t i e s  can save money 
w i t h o u t f e a r  o f  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e m e n t s .  

10) ICF/MR p r o v i d e r s  w i l l not be p o l a r i z e d  because 
s m a l l  and l a r g e f a c i l i t i e s  have the same cost-share r a t i o .  
State h o s p i t a l  p r o v i d e r s  w i l l  have l e s s reason to complain 
that they are treated d i f f e r e n t l y from I C F / M R ' s .   Advocates 
w i l l  be s a t i s f i e d because waivered s e r v i c e s  are rewarded 
but the c o u n t i e s  w i l l  s t i l l  share in the " r i s k "  by payi n g
s o m e  o f  t h e  c o s t s .   C a s e w o r k e r s  w i l l  n o t  b e  p r e s s u r e d *  b y  
c o u n t y  B o a r d s  t o  c u t  c o s t s  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  c l i e n t n e e d s .  

11) Movement of m u l t i p l y handicapped c l i e n t s from
state h o s p i t a l s  to C l a s s  B I C F / M R ' s  w i l l  not " c o s t "  the 
c o u n t i e s  a n y t h i n g  e x t r a .

RECOMMENDATION:  D E S I G N I N G  AN I N C E N T I V E  PLAN

If the state wants i t s  p l a n  to act as an i n c e n t i v e ,  we 
recommend that it meet the c r i t e r i a o u t l i n e d  in t h i s  
s e c t i o n .

The i n c e n t i v e p l a n  we have developed offers a p o l i c y  w h e r e b y
e v e r y o n e  " w i n s " .   T h e s t a t e  a n d  t h e  c o u n t i e s  s a v e  m o n e y  ( a s  
i s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  f e d e r a l  a p p r o v a l  o f  t h e  w a i v e r  r e q u e s t ) .   
P r e s e n t  s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r s  h a v e  t i m e  t o  r e - d i r e c t  t h e i r  
e f f o r t s  a n d  t a k e  p a r t  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  n e w  s e r v i c e s .   
C o u n t i e s  h a v e  t i m e  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  q u a l i t y  s e r v i c e s  w i l l
be developed, and to educate t h e i r  communit i e s  about the 
advantages of the p o l i c y  change.  The g o a l s  of 
d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and "normali z a t i o n "  are served at 
m i n i m a l c o s t .

W h i l e  an i n c e n t i v e plan has a number of d e s i r a b l e  q u a l i t i e s ,  
it does s t i l l create a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  some
i n e q u i t i e s  w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y r e m a i n ,  and s e v e r a l  r e s p o n d e n t s  
w i l l  b e  o p p o s e d  t o  h a v i n g  c o s t d e t e r m i n e  l e v e l  o f  c a r e  i n  
a n y  w a y .   D P W  m a y  w i s h  t o  consider other means of a c h i e v i n g  
the d e - i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  g o a l s  of i t s  p l a n than by 
a l t e r i n g  the present cost-share r a t i o s .

We t h i n k  t h a t  an i n c e n t i v e p l a n  such as proposed in t h i s
s e c t i o n  w o u l d  b e  w e l l - r e c e i v e d ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  c o n j e c t u r e .  
Perhaps t h i s report c o u l d  be c i r c u l a t e d for response.
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R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S :   E N C O U R A G I N G  W A I V E R E D  S E R V I C E S

Even the best of i n c e n t i v e p l a n s  w i l l  not work u n l e s s h i g h
qualit y  s e r v i c e s  are developed and caseworkers are 
knowledgeable about how best to u s e them.  Q u a l i t y  of care
s h o u l d  be paramount in any p o l i c y ,  if it is to g a i n
acceptance and assure long-term benefits to the m e n t a l l y
retarded.

W h i l e waivered s e r v i c e s  were not d i r e c t l y  the focus of t h i s
study, it was d i f f i c u l t  for our respondents to separate the 
changes that w i l l  be necessary to e s t a b l i s h  a w h o l e  new 
s y s t e m  o f  s e r v i c e s  f r o m  t h e  c h a n g e s  t h a t  w o u l d  r e s u l t  f r o m
a f i s c a l  in c e n t i v e  poli c y  aimed at f a c i l i t a t i n g  c l i e n t  
m o v e m e n t  i n  t h a t  s y s t e m .

DPW staff suggested that the a d d i t i o n a l  stress to c o u n t i e s  
and providers of a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  p l a n m i g h t  " o v e r l o a d "  
t h e  s y s t e m  i f  i n t r o d u c e d  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t a l  s t a g e s  o f  
waivered s e r v i c e s .

w e  c o n c u r ,  a n d  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  s u g g e s t  m o r e  i m m e d i a t e  s t e p s  
w h i c h  would f a c i l i t a t e  development of the new system.  Once 
t h e s e  s t e p s  h a v e  b e e n  t a k e n ,  t h e  s t a t e  w o u l d  a l s o  b e  i n  a  
better p o s i t i o n  to j u d g e the merits of a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  
p l a n ,  and c o u n t i e s  and providers w o u l d  be in a better 
p o s i t i o n  to p r o f i t  by it.

Whether or not the state chooses to adopt a f i n a n c i a l  
i n c e n t i v e p l a n ,  we recommend an integrated p l a n n i n g  and 
implementation process.  We see several c r i t i c a l elements t o  
t h a t  p r o c e s s :

* An o v e r a l l  design plan for development of waivered 
services, developed by c o n s i d e r i n g the total impact of 
waivered services and by further e x p l o r i n g  the f e a s i b i l i t y  
and consequences of an i n c e n t i v e plan.

* A set of g u i d e l i n e s  for d e v e l o p i n g and m o n i t o r i n g  
waivered s e r v i c e s  and appropriate placement of c l i e n t s .  

* A  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  p a c k a g e  f o r  c o u n t i e s  t o  
orient them to the new s e r v i c e s  and to provide a s s i s t a n c e  
in f u n d i n g ,  t r a i n i n g ,  development, and a p p l i c a t i o n .  

* An implementation p l a n  w h i c h  u t i l i z e s  the knowledge 
and resources of current s e r v i c e  providers and their staffs 
a n d  a f f o r d s  t h e m  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  b e c o m e  p r o v i d e r s  o f  n e w  
services. 
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Design P l a n

Many of the i m p l i c a t i o n s  of the w a i v e r  request were not 
considered in t h i s  study, and other i m p l i c a t i o n s  of 
d e v e l o p i n g  a new system of community-based s e r v i c e s  l i e  
o u t s i d e  of t he  w a i v e r  re qu est i t s e l f .   DP W i s co nc ern e d w i t h  
a total r e - s t r u c t u r i n g  of the MR system, w h i c h  w i l l  i n c l u d e  
a ca p on I CF/M R bed s  and  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of  s ta te h o s p i t a l
u n i t s ,  statewide a d m i s s i o n  and r e l e a s e  c r i t e r i a ,  M A  p a y m e n t s  
t o  D e v e l o p m e n t  A c h i e v e m e n t  C e n t e r s  ( D A C ' s ) ,  a n  a r r a y  o f  
s e r v i c e s  n o t  a l l  o f  w h i c h a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  o u r  stu d y, a nd  
s e r v i c e s  fun de d b y  the  C oun t y S o c i a l  S e r v i c e  A s s o c i a t i o n  
(CSSA) as w e l l  as MA.

Many of the other p o l i c y  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of waivered s e r v i c e s  
a r e  i n  f a c t  b e i n g  s t u d i e d  b y  D P W .   W h a t  w e  a r e  s u g g e s t i n g  
h e r e  i s  a n  o v e r v i e w  s t r u c t u r e  w h e r e b y  s t u d i e s  s u c h  a s  t h i s
o n e  a r e  s e e n  i n  a  l a r g e r  d e s i g n  c o n t e x t .

For example, for a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  alone a number of 
q u e s t i o n s  have not been addressed in t h i s  s t u d y  and yet remain
c r i t i c a l  to g a i n  an u n d e r s t a n d i n g  even of f i s c a l  i m p a c t .   
S o m e  o f  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  a r e :   W h a t  w i l l  b e  t h e  t o t a l  
f i n a n c i a l  i m p a c t  o f  t h e  r e - s t r u c t u r e d  s y s t e m ?   C o u l d  a  
c o n s o l i d a t e d  s y s t e m  o f  p a y m e n t s  b e  w o r k e d  o u t  t o  s a v e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  costs?  How r e a l i s t i c  are the cost p r o j e c t i o n s  
i n  t h e  w a i v e r  r e q u e s t ?   H o w  w i l l  s e r v i c e s  n o t  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  
t h i s  s t u d y  ( D A C ' s ,  r e s p i t e  c a r e ,  h o m e m a k e r  s e r v i c e s ,  c a s e  
m a n a g e m e n t )  a f f e c t  o v e r a l l  c o s t s ?  H o w r e a l i s t i c  are the 
s a m p l e  county projections for c l i e n t  movement?  How w o u l d  an 
i n c e n t i v e  p l a n  be t i e d  to a u t i l i z a t i o n  target p l a n ?

M o r e o v e r ,  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  d o  n o t  a d d r e s s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
among f i s c a l  p o l i c y  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e ,  programmatic and 
politica l  impact.

We r ec omm e nd t ha t D P W c o n t i n u e  to  c o n s u l t  w i t h  t he  ke y 
" a c t o r s "  i n  t h e  M R  s y s t e m ,  m a n y  o f  t h e m  r e s p o n d e n t s  i n  t h i s  
s t u d y  w i t h  t h e  g o a l  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  a n  i n t e g r a t e d  l o n g - r a n g e  
p o l i c y  d e s i g n .   P e r h a p s  a  T a s k  F o r c e  c o u l d  b e  d e v e l o p e d ,  w i t h
s u p p o r t  s t a f f  t o  r e s e a r c h  o v e r a l l  p o l i c y  i m p l i c a t i o n s ,  and 
charged w i t h  c o n s t r u c t i n g  an o v e r a l l  d e s i g n  p l a n .

G u i d e l i n e s

D e v e l o p i n g  g u i d e l i n e s  for a d m i s s i o n  and release c r i t e r i a  f o r  
a l l  s e r v i c e s ,  m o n i t o r i n g  s y s t e m s  a n d  s a f e g u a r d s ,  s c r e e n i n g ,  
l i c e n s i n g ,  appropriate care, appropriate l i m i t s  on IC F/ MR a nd  
stat e h o s p i t a l  u t i l i z a t i o n  an d e n forc em ent ,  per d i e m  rates, 
and e v a l u a t i o n s h o u l d  be the f i r s t  step in, i m p l e m e n t i n g  
any changes.
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These g u i d e l i n e s  s h o u l d emerge from in-depth i n t e r v i e w s  w i t h  
p r o v i d e r s ,  advocates, county d i r e c t o r s ,  and c a s e w o r k e r s ;  a  
r e v i e w  o f  a  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s a m p l e  o f  c a s e s ;  an d  a  st u dy  of  
ot h er  st a te s  w h er e  w a iv e re d  s e r v i c e s  ha v e a l r e a d y  b e e n  
i m p l e m e n t e d .

They s h o u l d  be f i e l d - t e s t e d  in a representative sample of 
c o u n t i e s  t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  a n d  
comprehensive.

We recommend that such g u i d e l i n e s  ( w h i c h  DPW is already 
planning to develop) be put in place p r i o r  to a d e c i s i o n  • 
about a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  p l a n .

T e c h n i c a l  A s s i s t a n c e

Many of the counties in our s a m p l e  c l e a r l y  need e d u c a t i o n  and
assistance in making the t r a n s i t i o n  to d e c e n t r a l i z e d  and d e -
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  care.

Th e y n ee d  t o  l e ar n  h o w t he y  c a n s ec u re  f u n d i n g  an d  o v er c om e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  hurdles to develop new s e r v i c e s .   They w i l l  
c e r t a i n l y  need a d d i t i o n a l  resources to develop the new 
s e r v i c e s ;  a l l  but two of the sample counties c l e a r l y  cannot 
a f f o r d  t o  d o  i t  b y  t h e m s e l v e s .   T h e y  n e e d  t o  k n o w  m o r e  about 
the b a s i c  p h i l o s o p h y  of " n o r m a l i z a t i o n "  and i t s  u l t i m a t e
g o a l s .   I n i t i a l l y  they w i l l  need someone to r e v i e w  t h e i r  
c a s e l o a d and a p p l y  the s t a t e ' s  g u i d e l i n e s  on a case-by-case 
basis.

W e  r e c o m m e n d  t h a t  a  t w o - d a y  t r a i n i n g  c o n f e r e n c e  b e  p l a n n e d  
for a l l  c o u n t i e s ,  and that the state carry out i t s  
i n t e n t i o n  to contract w i t h  r e g i o n a l  c o n s u l t a n t s  to work w i t h  
c o u n t i e s  i n d i v i d u a l l y  on an implementation p l a n .

T h i s  w o u l d  h e l p  counties to set the new system in p l a c e  
before a d d i n g  more administrative changes ( w h i c h  would be 
necessitated by a f i s c a l  i n c e n t i v e  p l a n ) .

W o r k i n g  w i t h  P r e s e n t  S e r v i c e  P r o v i d e r s

Staff in I C F / M R ' s  and state h o s p i t a l s  are key resources in 
d e v e l o p i n g  new s e r v i c e s .   Many a l s o stand to l o s e  t h e i r jobs
if they do not p a r t i c i p a t e  in d e l i v e r y  of new services.

I f  t h e  s t a t e  c o n t r a c t e d  w i t h  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  p r o v i d e r s  t o  
a s s i s t  i n t he  tr a ns i ti o na l  p r oc e ss ,  i t  w o ul d  g a i n  t h e b e n e f i t  
o f  t h e i r  k n o w l e d g e  a n d  a l s o  h e l p  t h e m  t o  f i n a n c e  de v el o pm e nt  
co s ts  an d  r e -t r ai n in g  o f  e m pl o ye e s t o d e l i v e r *  the new 
s e r v i c e s .
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APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE COUNTY COMPOSITION 
= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

SAMPLE COUNTIES: 
NUMBER OF CASES FOR EACH STRATIFICATION VARIABLE 
= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

METRO/NON METRO NO. OF CASES 

M =  Metro
N =  Non-Metro 

Total

4
12

16

ICF/MR UTILIZATION NO. OF CASES 

H = High
M = Medium
L = Low 

Total

4
8
4

16

STATE HOSPITAL
UTILIZATION

NO. OF CASES 

H = High
M = Medium
L = Low 

Total

4
7
5

16

WELFARE CASELOAD
RATIO

NO. OF CASES 

H = High
M = Medium
L = Low 

Total

5
7
4

16
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HOSPITAL CATCHMENT 
AREA NO. OF CASES

1 = Fergus Falls
2 = Willmar
3 = St. Peter
4 = Faribault
5 = Cambridge
6 = Brainerd
7 = Moose Lake 

Total

2
2
2
4
2
2
2

16

COUNTY D I S T R I B U T I O N  FOR EACH STRATIFICATION VARIABLE

County
Name

Metro
N/M

ICF/MR
Util.

SH
Util.

Caseload
Ratio

Catchment
Area

Beltrami NM M M H 6

Carver NM M M L 3

Faribault NM H H L 3

Hennepin M M M M 4

Isanti NM L L M 5

Itasca NM M M H 6

Lake NM L H H 7

Mahnomen NM H H H 1

Mower NM M M M 4

Nobles NM H L M 2

Olmsted M M L L 4

Red Lake NM L H M 1

Renville NM H L M 2

Rice NM M M M 4

St. Louis M M M H 7

Washington M L L L 5












